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MDT II—Isl«s 3—I'l-lsPS (ii) 
PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 


MTCWRT3RT % BdidqT.( TSJT h*ki<i «*il t»1f <nt ) dHI f«btt ifti, 3 HMt 3MarflHf^Rnr 

Statutory Orders and Notifications I ssued by the Ministries of the Government of India 

(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


M 9 fXvHWR 2003 

^»To3Bo 3401,— X j cr<ffK I RcvO fMt 

^m^-rmr srfaMm, 1946 (1946 <nfsrfwrpr. 25 )^ 5 ) 

qRT6% TTT^-qf^ 

■3%T ^ T.'l \c*> TFT PRW M ^T^TT TT. V^rit 238 

MfoflR 2003 14-11-2003 SRTItFcT 4 >h^ 4. tl*q 7T VZK 

^ ^ ?ft%. Mtt, ^ Mm 4), MMr? Mir mx 

?irxgT, ( 2 ) it. ^ h. 63/2, 

IS^T^m, <NM^t(3) 22/43, 

4 j i dH (4) ?ft tt 

^IPipiki ^ ^3, h. 2 / 2 , Mpt M, i2^i 

sftafilM. M=it, h. 7/1, 

W, MM, ^ M (6) TT^. TRI. TPlf, 

1343, 9HT sFR?, SP?M 'PR, Mix M 3PT pM MM 
MMrf % Wfa M MM, 1860 (1860 cf>T 
M¥MrPI. 45) ^tPXT120-^HPfM^TO420?t«lT Wm 
fMrm 37Wm, 1988 (1988 Mlfwi H, 49) M qRT 
13(2) mfm m\ i3(i)(M) % 3 pM MM amM Mr 


arwif 3 k p°f ap-rqr arfM ^ MrfM ar*pn M 
3 pM, afre writ xr*tr Mt pM^r % appFH 3 fM 

3P-P1I Mf H 3^J?T fMri JTWl 3 PrH 
% Mp fqml friMt '/h-h-^ipht % Mi M 
M faPcTTX XPM w ,Ml PT WTf f | 

I pi. 228/103/2003 TTR Tj| 
7)HI 3TfR, HHT Hf 

CABINET SECRETARIAT 

New Delhi. I lie «Mh December. 2001 
S.O. 3401.—In exercise of (lie powers confer 
by Snb-sccfion (1) of Secliou 1 read with Section ft 
I lie Delhi Special Police Establishment A«i. 1946 (i 
No. 25 of 1946). the Central Government with the cons 
of Stale Government of Kanurtaka. vide iNoliticali 
No.HD 238 PCR 2«l)3 dated 14-11-2003. hereby evict 
the powers and jurisdict ion of the members of fiicOc 
Special Police Establishment to (he wlreleol'thc Stale 
Kiirnataka for investigation of offences again^ Shri 
Urncsli. Loan Clerk. Syndicate Bank. Vasanth Naj 
Branch, Bangalore (2) Shri G P. Prablui. No.63/2 Scca 


364X(il/2<!<)3 


(7607) 
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Temple Street. 15th Cross. Malleshwaram, Bangalore (3) 
Smi. Sunitha Krishna, No. 22/43. L1G. 7th B-Main, 
Yclahanka New Town. Bangalore (4) Shri A. Srinivas 
S/o Shri Gopalkrisna Prabhu, No. 2/2,4th Temple Road, 

12th Cross. Malleshwaram, Bangalore (5) Shri R.V. 
Rcvanna. No. 7/1. Viveknanda Nagar, Kathrikuppam 
Main Road. Bangalore and (6) Shri G.N.S. Sharma, 
No. 1343.9th Cross. Ashok Nagar, Bangalore and other 
public servants or persons under Section 120-B read with 
42o of the Indian Penal Code, 1860 (Act No. 45 of 1860) 
and Section 13 (2) read with 13 (1) (d) of Prevention of 
Corruption Act. 1988 (Act No. 49 of 1988) and attempts, 
abetments and conspiracy in relation to or in connection 
with one or more of the offence mentioned above and 
am other offence or offences committed in the course of 
the same transaction or arising out of the same facts. 

[No. 228/103/2003-DSPE) 
SHUBHA THAKUR, Under Secy. 

13 2003 

■^TTo3TTo 3402.— %SCTR 

T^Ft arfMfwr, 1946 (1946 StfafWT ri. 25) 

*4RI 6 % T TT V 4 5 4RT 5 ^mURT (1) 5RI 

W1 W ^XT farR TP"7 7TFFR % ^ fWT ^ 

1 ,fNT 3TT5-80-43-2003X^ (^)/2003/11812 
fa. 8 2003 SRI UTRT f^H TFR TR^iR ^Ft Wlfil ^ 

f^TT f'M^tM RfaRT T4mi % Tt^TRl -alri 3lfara>lft?TT ^>T Pl'tdK 
riT 1 ! fa^R TF^T TT T^Rt TRT^T f^RTI. 7 Ftt f^FR 
?XTT TTF. 3TT5. 3TR ri. 149/03 fadT<*> 27-11-03 3Rpfa RRT 
302/120 (RT) 'mm T& Ttfa<TT, I860 (l860 x?>T3lftfWT 
R. 45 ) xfa 7F3 3rfq^PRT ^ URT 27 % 3T*lH m wjiffi 
*wi ‘ri riRfaxr vp-rh 3T4?% c^twi afR 
m % arpER ^ W $fe»<u »T«n 

wm ta rtt fTrii srt 3RRm sr-ru sprout rjt 
fa fan uR?fr 11 

[fa. 228/111 /2003-^RT^] 
3TfR, 3RR TtfatU 

New Delhi, the 13th December. 2003 

S.O. J4t>2.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
In Suh-seetion (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the 
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act. No. 
25 of 1946). the Central Government with the consent of 
the Suite Government of Bihar received vide Home (Police) 
Department Notification No. 1/CB 1*80-43-2003 H(P)/ 
11X12 dated Silt December. 2003. hereby extends the 
pow ers and jurisdiction of the members of Delhi Special 
Police Establishment to the w hole of (he State of Bihar for 
investigation of FIR No. 149/03 dated 27-11-2003, under 
Sections 302/12013 of the Indian Penal Code. 1860 and 27 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)J 
* , 

Arms Act, registered at Police Station Rairtpur Distt. Gaya. 
Bilrar relating to the murder of Sh. Satyender Kumar Dubey 
and attempts, abetments and conspiracy in relation to or 
in connection with one ormore of the offences mentioned 
above and any other offence or offences committed in the 
course of the same transaction or arising out of the same 
facts in connection with the aforesaid case 

[No. 228/JI1/2003-DSPEJ 
SHUBHA THAKUR. Under, Secy. 


fari ijsHcHI 
(TRRUfaRFT) 

3AIK vie* 3t l ^Md 

USfaTT, 14 2003 

UTo3TTo 3403.— RRcT TRW, fel Wf, TNTTU 
fqRFI, facrvTt 'SRf ^Itl fa'll ^ 1 -7-94 fat sfaURJURT TT. 

33/94-URT (T^fat) ^RT Tlffarfa ^FT ^fa 7 ! Uifa ^ 

2pRRt TT*T 4 fau<T T nfa-3TRfa3T, 7TT. UTUtffaqT, ffa. qsfa<i fat 
faRPRTSTREET, RR7TTRW, qiDl^H 

fautura ^Rt fauer i oo% T*nffar 

RR^faulfad fa**! 4 ! 1962 

(1962 ^PT 52) fat URT 9 % tfd^SKI fa*R 
tilRm qnai \\ 

[TT. B. 1/2003-W. (XX^)j 
TT%7T ^RtR, 3TT^T 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Revenue) 

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER. CENTRAL 
EXCISE & CUSTOMS 

Vadodara, die 14th October, 2003 

S. O. 3403.—hi exercise of the powers conferred by 
Notification No. 33/94-CUS (NT) dated 1-7-94 of the 
Government of India. Ministry of Finance, Department of 
Revenue, New Delhi, 1 hereby declare Villagc-Asoj. 
Tal.Wagliodia. Dist. Vadodara in the State of Gujarat to be 
a Warehousing Station under Section 9 of the Customs Act. 
1962 (52 of 1962) for the limited purpose of setting up of 
100% Export Oriented Undertaking only, approved by the 
Development Commissioner, Government of India, Ministry 
of Commerce, Kandla Free Trade Zone. Gandhidliam. 

|F. No. !/2()03-CUS(NTj 
RAKESH KUMAR. Commissioner 
( ) 

( WFT ) 

M 4 2003 

^Ro31To 3404.—ir^rjRT x^ wlri 

WT«T) WtR, 1970%1^3 (l), T3FS 5, 







[ ‘HFT II—7sT°S 3(ii)] 

6, 7 3TR 79P^ 8 % (1) % TST*T Rfe?T 

( 3 4»>4i' ^FT 3R5R q/R 3RRRf) 3tM%R 7, 1970 %t qRT 9 
^ 7SRRRT ( 3 ) % TJVS (*F) 5RT TRrT 'Slftwqf R5T R%R RR?I 
fTJ, %%fa 7TRFR, TOfa ftm %3F ^ RTTtptf ^ % r?^ 
^tTTTTooftoTRTo TTR, Pt^VIR) 

t, %T ?RT% R5TRRR TTF^ %1 TTRtlR ^ 30-6-2008 TP^FT 
31«Rt "3R% 3TT%qhni %t 374^ RTRT RvT^I %t rfifte W RT 
^RTRT 3TRT7T #T RR7, ^7^’ ^ %t *ft Rf% ^ 3% % 

37*R37TJR TRF4 %^7TR> % ^R Tf f%pRT RR% % I 

[^o Ro 9/15/2003-’5^-1] 
7%7T r*r, 37RT tfpqq 
(Department of Eeonomic Affairs) 
(Banking Division) 

New Delhi, the 4ih December. 2003 

S.O. 3404.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (a) of Sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies t Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act 
! 97(). read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3. clause 5, clause 
6 . cl nasc 7 and sub-clause (I) of clause 8 of the Nationalised 
Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) 
Scheme. 1970. the Central Government, after consultation 
'v i 111 tiic Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri M.B.N. 
Rao. Executive Director. Indian Bank as Chairman and 
Managing Director. Indian Bank for the period from the 
date of his taking charge and upto 30-06-201)8. i.e. the date 
ol his attaining the age of Superannuation or until further 
orders, whichever is earlier. 

|F. No. 9/I5/2003-B.O.-II 
RAMESH CHAND. Under Secy. 
^ KrHI. 4 K7TR7, 2003 

^rTo37To 3405.—7T%PTfR R% C5RFR TRt RRHR 
3RRR ) 1970 % 3 % (1 ), 7 jmr s, 

6 . 7 T rT ^ 7 3TE 7 5 Tr ^ 8 % TTP^ ( 1 ) % RTR RfecT RRTFRt 
"TTTTT ( TTW .HI R7 '3RR TTR 37777^) 37TRFRR, 1970 %T RR7 9 
%T TRRRt ( 3 ) % ( R7) £T7T TFTR #477% R4 TPTPT W 

^ J1 , Wn mm , •qnTfrq fnR rrtr wttt rtr % rtritt 

% 37V URo r#, # ;R7 771777 r:TTTRPF FR 7 FF #47 37 T% 

7RR1 ?T.^3^^ 7R t^7F7%^TTRN^31-7--2006 
W 37RFT m 37f#TrfI %T 37FJ UTR 477 %T 7777173 W RT 
-TRTI 3TTT7T #R RRT. *#7 # “rfT # R£% % $dlF.WK #% % 
37 V R3T T# rtrr TRRTFF % 7S7T R HfR RReft T I 

[^FToTio 9/14/2003-^371-1] 
TR7T RR, 3T37 77^44 
New Delhi, the 4th December. 2003 
S.O. 3405.—in exercise of die powers conferred by 
clause (a) of Sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition .and Transfer of Undertakings) Act. 
19"n. read with sub-clause 1 1 >of clause 3. clause 5. clause 
(>. cluase 7 and sub-clause < 1) of clause 8 of the 
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Nationalised Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970 , the Central Gov ernment after 
consultation with the Reserve Bank of India, hereby 
appoints Shri O. N. Singh. Executive Director, Bank of 
India, as Chairman and Managing Director, Allahabad. 
Bank for the period from the date of his taking charge an<j 
upto 31 - 07 - 2006 , i.e. the date of his attaining the age of 
Superannuation or until further orders, whichever is 
earlier. : 

[F. No. 9 / 14 / 2003 -B.O.-IJ 
RAMESH CHAND. Under Secy. 
M ftc#, 5 %RR, 2003 

^»To 31 To 3406 .—^*TTC?ffaf% 7 fa- 3 Trcm!fo 3 TfafWT, 
1981 (1981 ^JI 28 ) ^ftqRT 5 ^timRr ( 2 ) (*F) 

TTrqqfer ^rt6wtttt( i)(^>) 3fl7W4RT(2)SRni^i 
Ttfepif % ar^TRurS, %7?fN mm, ^^ski i&zz 

RRTTfa f^TRi?r- 3 TRrm 

^R^- 37 Rim ^ 

TRTtfRT rm VKnlq Pjql/l-37Rtm % 37«q^T ^ 77RT f( 
TRT >7 m «F 7 % % Tr^t 11 

[■•Flo 77 o 24 ( 14 )/ 2001 -W^P- 1 ] 
■^o 37^7 t-itqq 

New Delhi, the 5 th December, 2003 

S.O. 3406 .—In exercise of the powers conferred; 
by Sub-section (l) (h> and Sub-section ( 2 ) of Section 6 
read with clause (a) of sub-section ( 2 ) or Section 5 of 
the Export-Import Bank of India Act, 1981 (28 of 1981 ).: 
the Central Government hereby appoints Shri T.C. 
Venkat Subramanian. Managing Director. Export - 3 
Import Bank of India to function as Chairman ns well' 
as MD of the Exirn Bank for remainder of his term as 1 
MD. Exim Bank. 3 v 

IF. No. 24 (! 4 )/ 2 t) 0 l-IF. I{ 
B. D. BERWAL. Uiidcr Secy. 

4 T 3 I 7 3 TR^^-u ylUifuchl tf^Teni 

(favrq) 

(TM^MIMI ) 

M 11 fc/ 7 H 7 , 2003 

^To 37 To 3407 .—%RTB 7 ' 7 H-+-K, TTST^RTT ( 7 TR % 
ypTRRt % f^pj ypft 7 !) Ptqq 1976 (^ p 4 T 7 T?ftf«RT- - 
1987 )%f=RR 10 ( 4 )% 37 ^ 7 Rt ^ tm 3 % ^^41 
R?TTm, ^7RTqR fRWT % f%R%fe7T 

^PTTeRTi %t, f% 7 % 80 yftl^ld ^ 37 fw %T %% 

^ 7TFHTTRT f, ^TRTT % 7RRR $ 37f«Rjf%T f%qt 

TRT 11 %f% 37 ^t 177777 77^77 ^Rm 

^R% RTR TTR T?R -ft' RfTRTR 3 TTRT f 3777 : 37 R PtH^Tt 

r^t wq : 


RtT tl^Hit : 20 , 2003 /®FR^TR^T 29 , 1925 
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MM P7TO4HIM HHK Plh*l frlfttis, 
4 tHMH ^<1^ 

RFft Tl 3tf*Rjfa?T 
H. ~i 11016/1/95- 
TT.HT. •fcrNFT 2-12-97 


■qwr 

H. i 1102772/88- 
TT.HT.fTW 24-11-91 


H. "i 11027/2/88— 
Tf.HT. ItTT 28-10-88 

^!7T^ 

[H.t 11016/1/2002-UHT.] 
1?fl7T M-h i<n, 7Pj4tT nfqq 

MINISTRY OF COMMUNICATIONS AND 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 
(Dcpartamcnt of Telecommunications) 
(Official Language section) 

New Delhi, the I Kli December, 2003 
S.O, 3407.—In pursuance of rule 10 (4) of the 
Official Language (Use for official purpose the Union), 
Rules. 1970 {as amended, 1987) the Central Government 
has notified the following Offices under the administrative 
control of Ministry of Communications and Information 
Technology. Department of Telecommunications where 
of more Ilian 80% staff have acquired working knowledge 
of Hindi. After (he formation of BSNL, the name and 
slants of these offices have since been changed and now 
the same may be read as under:— 

Chief General Manager, BSNL, Uttaranchal Circle, 
Dehradun 


1. W* Holy «t 
'HRrt irm frrc 
7#^1 Tlw^r, 

r ■ .. a <N * 

H'MP-I '+.MH4H, a I tut HTSTrt 

idtt TT^, 

'•a 1 -inn 

U171.hl.fFT. ^f-9141, 

?• IMrtK fw*\ W#Pt, 
'4T.R.fy%. 


Chief General Manager, BSNL, 
Uttaranchal Circle. 

Windlas Complex, 3rd Floor, 
Ra j pur Road. Delu-adun 
Telecom District Office, 

BSNL. Almora, 

Utlranchal Circle. 

Dehradun 

Telecom District Office, 

BSNL. Haridawar, 

Uttnmchal Circle. 

Dehradun 


Already notified 
No. E. 11016/1/95- 
O.L. Dt. 2-12-97 

Already Notified 
No. E-i 1027/2/88- 
O.L. Dt. 24-11-91 

Already Notified 
No. E-i 1027/2/88- 
O.L. Dt. 28-10-88 


[No. E. 11016/1/2002 (O. L.)] 
H ARISH CHANDRA JAYAL, Jt. Secy. 

fqeirt naiciq 

•o 

M 4 2003 

^T. 3TT. 3408 ^hsflH tUilt, TRTHTT (TR%yiRWl9 

Trittn) Iwr. 1976 % frm io % 33-fw? 


( 4 ) %’qr^rfrr^ ifeq r fo., 

qwfns wiftVH sitt; ffsqi 400/220 
%.4t. t^to T3 fcrarfm rtr % ira, rt. 
wckm, 7 frRi-403 513 Ttrr: so sfircia wott: q frz] 
47 4 >r*fa i*rer im w<\ rr fcprr t, iifl T g m arfirqfem wr % 1 

[H. 11017/2/94-fF^T] 
zm 7RF7, TPpST 
MINISTRY OF POWER 

New Delhi, the 4th December. 2003 
S.O. 3408.— In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of 
Rule 10 of the Official Language (use for official purposes 
of the Union) Rules. 1976 the Central Government hereby, 
notifies the Powergrid Corporation of India Ltd.. 400/220 
KV. Mhapasa Sub Station, Near Chikhlint Village, Pos( 
Kolwal, Bardez, Goa - 403 513 under the control of 
Pow ergrid Corporation of India Ltd.. Gurgaon. (he staff 
whereof have acquired 80% working knowledge of Hindi. 

[No. 11017/2/94-HINDI] 
AJAY SHANKAR, it. Sccy. 

(Vdc) qls ) 

M 2 f<HH<, 2003 

4TF.33T. 3409. —tvf ^ ), TRRFTT fTlH 

1976 (11*1% ^H’H«hT t i yql'Ji'il % y4bi) % fi-in 10 % 

(2) afrt (4) % apfFrm ^ % 

H-Sef % % WttePtf %f, 80% RT 

TRI 4R ftrPfi %, 3ifqijf%T RRcTT %: — 

iJciTtH TT5H ) 

1. 4l4ci4, 'a4?H 

2 . arteRt 4r #cn , f%rc 1 

[H. 2003/11. HI. 1/12/3] 

3TR.3TR. TTf^R 

MINISTRY OF RAILWAYS 
(Railway Board) 

New Delhi, the 2nd December, 2003 
S.O. 3409.— Ministry of Railways (Railway 
Board), in pursuance of sub-rules (2) and (4) of Rule 10 
of the Official Language Rules, 1976 (use for the official 
purposes of the Union) hereby, notify the following Offices 
of Alipurdwar Division of Nortlteast-Frontier Railway, 
where 80% or more .Officers/Employees have acquired 
the working knowledge of Hindi:— 

Northeast-Frontier Railway (Alipurdwar Division) 

1 Station Supdt.Office, Alipurdwar Junction 
2. Divisional Medical Officer’s Office, New Cooch Behar. 

[No. Hindi-2003/OL-1/12/3] 
R. R. BHANDARI, Secy. 


1 


I 



[ MPT II —3(H)] 
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TRm : fe^TT 20, 2003/aro^FT^ 29, 1925 

^*WI m*lA, iflflU 3ll< Rfm^l 

M fe#, 5 fe*^, 2003 

3?T. 3410.— ffWR ^T, f®T%7T yifq^ld gHl 5(^0 ft4t£ T TT TFfTOH "Ft 7 FTT "t - f4r 

«lfe H7<5d W^IUhIM HH4>3lfepm t 1976( 1976 ^160) <TO1 «f[g <HU HIM HH4> ( Hhgdf 1 

^JT 3H j4K*l) fe*T, 1987%"3W4f%3t^H% afo^7 ~^t TTHFm t dMKTK 3PTRT3fet*4f *ft Hfed feNtt 

TTgtm aflr fqf4~i MftR«<ffl4T ^rr trh ^tt fen; 1 

3T?T: 3^ %fel 4H4>K WT afefWT ^ «TRT 36 7TO ( 7 ) fe^TORT ( 8 ) 5RI TffeT fR, -fortf 

felld fen ylS^-H, TJ fe78, 3f*TCgft, <IHMM<, ^ fedVl 10055 SRT faPlfe Wl % 4fed ^5T, fefe 'ZfZ ^T ^FT 

fend "t (fcfe '$fewr<(<$*w nT-sd m*h%) ftfe nfefefe sfefe/09/2003/448 fen w : 

%, 3*fefe VHP 1 ! T1 fet H*>lfe ^R?ft %; 

’i'W mTsci (414 "fe <i4|) l^<+> 4>l<fe d$ffl'i I 5^c(>l SRRTT15 Rfr.TTT. ^ I 



fe sfefwrfe %TRT 36 fe ^n*JRI (12) ?KT 7lfe4f «RT 3PTRT^ RF fe ,f n ^JRcTT f % '3=RT 

^T-fed % <tf;jfen %yHi w iH*i %feferfet feifeii srt fet ffesRi fen? 5 ! % ^r^ftr fefer *nfet ^ fafafe "sfe ®]<adi ! 

^Hit fe, w«ftn fe =hi4mmh %ttIc^fttto it fe)fe soom ^ so fen. wfefe% fewra srwr ferf i 


[ T PT. U ^^TnT-21(10)/2003] 

it. tt. f.yjn^fd, UZm., few fen 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Afairs) 

New Delhi, the 5th December, 2003 

S.O. 3410.— Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authorin', is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with die 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 .(60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy .over periods of sustained use and 
to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
C entral Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate Of approval of the Model of a counter machine with brand 
name VishafX herein referred to as die said model), manufactured by M/s. Vishal Scare Products, AB-78, Amaipuri, 
Rama Nagar. New Delhi-110 055 and which is assigned die approval mark IND/09/2003/448; 

The said model (see figure given below) is a counter macliine. Its maximum capacity is 15 kg. 



Further, in exercise of the pow r er conferred by sub-scction (12) of Section 36 of the said Act , the Central 
Government hereby declares that tliis certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity in the range of 500 g to 50 kg , 
manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design, accuracy and with the same 
materials with which, the approved Model has been manufactured. 


1F. No. WM-21 (10)/2003 ] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 




[ MFT II— 3 (ii)] 


W WR : fWH< 20, 2003/3TO^T 29, 1925 
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M fa#, 15 2003 

^T.37T. 3411.—^ fa%?T mfwtf £RI ^ RT fam? TRTOH "^T W f fo 

frtiz 3 ^#ra *fer ^ ^ aifaftmi, 1976 (1976 ^ 6 o) tot mz 

(ifefr ^T 3T^to) faw, 1987 %-3^^'%31^t3fti:-^TW # 71HT3RT t far eFTWR mfr 7 ! 3TRfa ^ vt ^ST "*#£?! 

7 T J 4T V -RTT ^TTIj; Tit 7 !! 3?TT faf*RT "TfTfT^rfaff tf ^H^KI "tm W^T ^FTTTT Tt 7 !!; 

3RT: 37^%^TTT^W^fMfWT^iira36^tTTWTr (7) #T OTTTTT (8) SKT ¥tfafl4 3>ImiW 
^TTTTT WftoRT Afeetvcl f^TR^FT ("5IT. ) fat, 32/4, <JiqKKC1l<fl *kli£ ^qx^TM, 't-q|-600097 "SRI faPlWfl mf 

(w*fmmf li) ioi tttt ” sjrg^rr% 3! wifaw , are^ t^tt#?t fare' 3H4><»i (far% -m m) 

^ 7 Tfee! RT, qis ^TT ’TH 1 ‘ l +>lPi4M ’ * I? (far^ljpFPt 3=Ki HT'fed 4)51 m 4| ‘I') aftrfapt 3TT^T^T#/09/2003/436 

TFTjtfaRT ftRTT "Tm f", S^hIvi y^! lj m^ " ; 3nfa #1 u<i>lfald «b'<dt 1? I 



<i=W qT«s<q (ql't l^ 7 ^ ) i^b faepaHnl ^4>K'^T *iK^<rT <jiI^fR< 1, ^ (*1*64*1 *y*icii 15 fat 7TT. #7 ^inH 

loom t#?t (fTi^irt^-^ienwR) sTrarmfam faBTrq w i ti TTc m ^R m i mmm (i) ^rm^r i m. 1 1 ^ 

311^4(^4 ^faq f? fai<H<6i 7RT x'faifl ^4jcTHRH4> mffal ■aRT^T^eR “SPURi? 15i«r»r«fi ■iV'Fi'sta si^l-s 3TCC5ff olen ^(<'•'11^ 4 >«h 

% t 3WT 230 qW #T 50 ncqiqol *TITT fqsjfl IT^RT 7 TT ^TcT! i? I 

wiP-hm # "TTtcT "^rt % 3ifciR c w, qine^l c>qq^K % fan* ml <al<ri} Tt^F% %fan* "ft 'Jii^ > , fl I 

aftr'&sfa F1<‘=h!i:'3^T3Tf^PiqM^t«nTT36^ : 3 T lt?RI (12) &l<l h<ti ^fqqqf^n Uql'i q><^ % f4> y*W 

^KSrl % sr^ft^T%"^Tf yHl u !Mq % 3TcFf?T, "3rft fqfqqloi "SKT"3Tt f^*aiq, fs^i^q 3ftT"3Tt (qPtPi<l "3Tt ^j^cii 

^SF, ^T«!T«hTT3fk 4»l4mcH%^Fr 3H4i<u| 100 ft. m u i" "*TPT%f^ TOO ^ 50*000 

^t^5Ttf ^omimh trpT, amr^r (i^) wnTT%tTsoftr. m sftr "^' ,7 TPT1 X 10 % , 2 X 10 % 

m 5 X 10 % t, ^Tt VHIW5R m ^feU|!<^4j "^rfsF m "^7 % f I 

[mr. TT. T^T.-21(2)/2003] 

^ it. fa fi rer mr ft?H 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: DECEMBER 20,2003/AGRAHAYA NA 29,1925 [Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 

New Delhi, the 15th December, 2003 

S O. 3411.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 

authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (See the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of non-automatic (Table top 
type-Baby weigher) weighing instrument with digital indication of “ 101BWS” series of high accuracy (accuracy class- 
II) and with brand name “PHOENIX” (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Phonix Medical 
Systems (P) Ltd., 32/4, Jawaharlal Nehru Salai, Ekkattuthangal, Chennai-600097 and which is assigned the approval 
mark IND/09/2003/436; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type- 
Baby weigher) with a maximum capacity of 15 kg. and minimum capacity lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) 
is 1 g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED) display 
indicates the weighing result. The instruments operates on 230 V, 50-Hz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to scaling the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instru¬ 
ments of similar make, accuracy and performance of saihe series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg. with verifi¬ 
cation scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for V value of 100 mg. or more and with V value of lx io k , 
2 x lt) k . or 5 x ]() k . k. being a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manu¬ 
facturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the approved model 
has been manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-21(2)/2003] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 







[ HPT II—3(ii) ] 


20, 2003/3T7^prpir 29, 1925 


1615 


15 %RR, 2003 

^ W.3412. %^T W«6K ^>T, 3llftR)ll<) URT «F& 3RRJ?T 3R f^R % ■'R^TRT ^ RTRTOR ^ ipR | •% 

^ RT^T ^3RFf>f?T^i') W3?k^W3lMm, 1976 (1976 ^FT 60) <T*& *12! ^ *F^F 

■^rqfSRTT TltnT 3Tft f=rf*FT ^f WJ5RT IRn *Rffl T%tTT; 

3W: ^ ^>'?0*i «wk, "3^arf^m^i^RT 36 ^^wrt ( 7 ) srcn^rr RFfoptf m s&rwircr (a) 

HPti ^ RTRT, ^»tK^^S(y|t-364515 gKT fafoftfa TO2R Tf#T %* WStf m, f fg *SH ^ 

‘ %Ktn mm 1<s RR?” t (f^'5^' *fg?T m<hi t) afa3rpfr31^/09/2003/473 faqft|y f ; 

3T^R^rT3RPm ‘SRMfifKl *R?ft %; 

■^■RfeeT 3Tlff?r ^f) TT^7 *T#T f I ^ffa^RTR m$\ 10 ftr.TJT. 11 



3fa%^?(faRRW33RT MRI *>1 <SHfelKI (l2)^Rt^RTa ^Pro<4f*>T jHl’l *R# t % 3T^#^ 

% % ^in4l 3Rft faPwffll URT 'adt %£RT fS'fll^ % 3% ■3R& "& RlPlWn f^RT^ *#S<r1 *>T 

(*t»Ml mhi ^ 3$fl ^tskcii % ^*6, 3^tr % <ft?R 3 1 I4)1. U I ^f*1 *t 500til. Rt 50 f^h.tll. 6°ft X"'*f 

'*lfM e f>flH °IK^ I 

[**. R*. ^^-qR-2l(274)/2002] 

i\. T7. ^wii*p, fifora?, f*im 


3648 Gl/03-2 
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THE GAZETT E OF INDIA: DECEMBER 20,2003/AGRAHAYANA 29,1925 [Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 15th December, 2003 

S. O. 3412.— Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and 
to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exorcise of the powers conferred by sub-section (7) of sections 36 of the said Act the Central 
Government hereby publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of a counter machine with brand name “Karsan 
Madha and sons” (herein referred to as the Model), manufactured by M/s Karsan Madha and sons.. Behind Vegetable 
Market, Savarkundla-364 515, and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/2003/473; 

The said Model (see the figure given) is a counter machine. Its maximum capacity is 10kg. 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of said section, the Central Government hereby 
declares that this certificate of approval of the Model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, accuracy 
and performance of same series with maximum capacity in the range of 500g to 50kg , manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design , accuracy and with the same materials with which, the 
approved Model has been manufactured. 


[F.No. WM-21(274)/20021 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 


[*TFTII—3(ii) ] 
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•TO WT? : 20, 2003/aragm 29, 1925 

3$%#, 15 r^MK, 2003 

■5jT. 3?T. 3413.— '*K«hK ^T, fo%T5KT ^ 3R*JiT fcfti T R:f^R^R%%’ 'q^TtT ^ TO t % 

<iow ^ ^ ^ ^) W 3flk ■*TT T T *iiH«h 3Tfaf=RfH, 1976 (1976 60) 1T*TT afo "RTI11PW 

( Hl ' 5< ^ 1 ^ ^^vi) 1987 %3Wlf % f ^ Il'TT^RT t ePIRIK 3T#T ^ vt Htefl 

’WfaflT ^TTTT T^hT faf*FT HRfciM ^ WpRT '^ni^R'^IT T^TT; 

3T<T: STNwT 36 ^ '3TORT ( 7) 3?R 7WI ( 8) "5RT 3113 ^Pw4l 1j4W T5R^ ^ 

^R#R ^ Ttt^- 4, ^ft Wasn^ 7ft T^T ^ ^RTOSJqiql, ^*iqiqiq-26 4»l4d* R#T % HlSd ^FT, f^R7% IT? 4KT ^ 
f^TT^ t ( Hn^ *iTs<n q^i wf) 3ftl [«i^ 3TT^Ti/T^t/09/2003/477 7 T*n% > 3T T Rl ” ! 

'4I’0 ^ftr yo|,in» m <=h«fl i? I 

hTsci STPfifft ft??) T^F cr>i<j<t< *T#T ft fdW4v| 3rfv3>?m 8JR1TT 5 ftF.TJT. ft I 



3TR<Mq w<=hK'3^T«lRT'4^3 1 T«rRT (12) 5RTTTffttPft ^"11 t fftj^RTftfecTftrai^Hl^ 

% ^T yHn'H^ % ^ftrftcT "STft fqfWai £RT '3?ft % SFJTTK ^rV?:" 3^ft fJHil) ft fafaWd 3*ft SJ1361I % ftft ift ft^T, 

W# aft* <+>l4HleH % fttcTI ftt #t ^ 500 m ft 50 fell!. (T^r^ft^T "4ft 3Tf^R 8-FTcTT f I 

[m 7T.^5^TT5T-2l(56)/2002] 

it. tt. ^wJii^Rf, fqfw -rr 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: DECEMBER 20,2003/AGRAHAYANA 29,1925 [Part H— Sec. 3(ii>] 


New Delhi, the 15th December, 2003 

S. O. 3413.— Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and die Standards of Weights and Measures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and 
to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (7) of section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby publishes the certificate of approval of die Model of a counter machine with brand name Vkaf’ 
(herein referred to as the Model), manufactured by M/s Jasmin Group, F-4, Ami Akhand an a nd , CTM Highway, Amraiwadi, 
Ahmedabad-26, and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/2003/477; 

The said Model (see the figure given) is a counter machine. Its maximum capacity is 5 kg. 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of said section, the Central Government hereby 
declares that this certificate of approval of the Model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, accuracy 
and performance of same series with maximum capacity in the range of 500g to 50kg , manufactured by the same 
manufa cturer in accordance with the same principle, design, accuracy and with the same materials with which, the approved 
Model has been manufactured. 


[F.No.WM-21(56)/20021 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 




[ HR II— 


VRff 'SET 20, 2003/3RRRJT 29, 1925 


7619 


^ 15 f^flM*, 2003 

^JlS.TZ1’ **’to'm*"*«*m. 1976 (1976 *>»)*«'R'fe'mmnJ 
Zw-S!?*^.^' *«* «■« 3*^-3800,5 

^I”^ *^i^m,^7rtH9iwi ( » flw-^aw ^ wk ) »^to., 



^ 'HlSd -^T^tf 5 R> 3 i^,frm (wfcn M) fsRRft srfawr «fmT so zh sfrt ^?m « 100 %. m (^ 

fqM-'Silci ^7T^ H^K) % I ■R^TFR HIhmm a^KId (^) ^T ^TR 5 %. UT. ^ I 

^T ^ ^ % trfrfm, ^TJ°f ^F^n %TTtfh T5f)R% 3 % %T H* ^RSR^^TT^t l 

^ 7R3RR 3^rT qm ^ W?RI (12) ^RT3RrT ^T 3P^r ^ ^[T ^ 'E^ ff¥^K % 

%^r a« im* % 3Tipf?r ^rt faPwlai m fter, fein % ^m, s?r 3 M¥% f^ 

hTscI ^T faM«l f^qr T RTT t jfQRT % ^«7J*fm sfo ^pfap?R % TftcR TOv^T # 5 % m ^ 3?f^ 

%“f ^’*fH%f^ 100 310000 3^(T^)^w Tr ^ T5 ^^ 100 % ^fN ^ 

tffmm 3fR u ^’TTPT 1 X 10 % , 2 X 10*^5 x lO*f, *ft 


[m -H. T^T.-2l(224)/2002] 

^ Pl^lch, -faftpiF -qn f^H 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: DECEMBER 20,2003/AGRAH AY ANA 29,1925 ' [Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 15th December, 2003 

S.O. 3414.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of non-automatic (Weighbridge- 
steelyard type) weighing instrument with analogue indication of “Systron” series of medium accuracy (accuracy class- 
ill) and with brand name “Systron” (herein referred to as the Model), manufactured by M/s. Systron Micro Systems, B- 
9, Balaji Avenue, Judges Bungalow Road, Vastrapur, Satelite, Ahmedabad-380015, Gujarat and which is assigned the 
approval mark IND/09/2003/425; 



The Model is a mechanicalnon-automatic weighting instrument (Weighbridge-Steelyard type) with a maximum 
capacity of 50 tonnes and minimum capacity of 100 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 kg. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing is also done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of the said Section, the Central Government 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the Model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, 
accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity ranging between 5 tonnes and 100 tonnes with 
verification scale interval(n) in the range of 100 to 10000 for V value of 5 kg or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 * 10 k , 
2 x I0 k or 5 x 10\ k being a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design, accuracy and with the same materials with which, the approved Model 

has been manufactured. 

[ F. No. WM-21 (224)/2002] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director, Legal Metrology 



[ '‘TFT II—TsP^ 3(ii) ] 


TF5m : 20, 2003/3TTT?Fm 29, 1925 


15 2003 


T621 


3415.—TRefJR ^T, ftrfflT 3nfa'4>Kl 5RT ^ f^R TRUR RT t far 

"3^T ^fecl (^ ^ ^ STTfTft ^') W S^RTT RFRF STfafwr, 1976 (1976 ^T 60) 7|«rt «n£ WPR 

(RTScTt ^>T ar^Rt^T) fWT, 1987 %"3RRf % Sp^FTT? 3lk 3RT 'RPT TTHFRT % f^T PFTTcTR TPTfR ^ ^FT ffi’Scrt 

^RT^TT RH? TTShlT 3^7 WR mRR^M *3^RT ^TT "SRR ^RT T^TT; 

3RT:, 3=R, ^»sOh W=m, "3^ 3 tRtRrr RRF 36 - 3qRKT (7) 3TORT (8) ^RT 3T^ VlRw4f «FT 3PTPT ^TT, 

^ottto(^), 512 fww, miRji^nk; (^.-sr.) 5 RT fqfaftRi %-qfgpt ^t, 

^ 'R t (f^ RfScT ^1 7 FTT %) 3?fc 3J jHt<^ R 'gfr/09/2003/469 

■‘Nl %, 3i^*i\'i y*i|ufH5) on«i1 %; 1 


■SRRfecT 3TFf^^f) RT chi 6d{ WN 11 arf^nTR ^FRTT 5 %. TTT. % I 



t 


RRT 7W1 (12) £RT 3TR R 3P#T RRt ^ ^ RtW wt t % W RT5PT % 

SpJRppT % R TFTFTR % 3Rpf?T '3Rt ’5RJ "3Rt fr-RR, 3fft "3Rt WTlft ^ RiPiPid f^RT^ ^1 jHtfcfl 

Ml’S cl ^>T fqPi*it' J i PtiMi RT % 3*1) ^<acii % '3TTt ’^cfT, ^T*TT*f<TT 3fft ^RPfWR % cilcriM <sw«tK u i it lff*t "^Tf 500 TTT. 50 f*F. TfT. 7R 
'SiRnstxiM ^imcii c )i<rl ^ I 


[m IT. ^5RJ. R.-21 ( 235 )/2002 ] 
it. Ti. f^m, RTR falTFT 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: DECEMBER 20,2003/AGRAHAYANA 29,1925 [Part II— Sec. 3(ii)J 


New Delhi, the 15th December, 2003 

S.O. 3415.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering die report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said 
Act. die Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of a counter 
machine with brand name ‘Super Star Scale” (herein referred to as the Model), manufactured by M/s. Super Star Scale, 
Krishna Nagar (Bagu), 512H, Vijay Nagar, Ghaziabad (U.P.) and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/2003/ 

469: 


The said Model (see the figure given below) is a counter machine. Its maximum capacity is 5 kg. 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of the said Section, the Central Government 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the Model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, 
accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity in the range of 500g to 50 kg, manufactured by the 
same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design, accuracy and with the same materials with which, the 
approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (235)/2002] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director, Legal Metrology 





hrmil—3(ii)] 


MR?T 20, 2003/3HT^Fm 29, 1925 
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^ ferft, 15 f^FFSR, 2003 

_ ... ^T. 3^.3416.— ^TC^>R ^71, f^cT 3UffeRFRt ^Rl ^ 3 T^T ft^t€ -RT f^^TT % f% 

^f-ftq r? *f -g f^T 1976 (1976 ^T60) wmevhrunwm 

(■Rfe# 3T^qt^T) fw?, 1987 %3TR$% WRtf awfa^ ’#'3^T^teeT 

3frr faf*n ##if tot ^tt ^n ; 

^ if^TT m. %, 3m ft^, ^ toTte,%*, ^-400072 srci ftftpfer w wfcn vf (wfo***f 

no ‘‘^ % 7^:7J^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

U7TR ^ >> * ^^^^^^^^/09/20C3/401^^f%^T|^^ 

y HI ,J IH ^ Wf?T7T ^fr t; 

(#t <71 ^ 3TJ^T ) T^f^aHIHl 3TTClft<T 11 fawfi 3Tf*RIcR f^TcTT 500 ITT. sfai*JWl W! 

2 371. 7#cT 3T^Tf^T « % I TIRFR RWT 3TcRlcf (f) ^TRR 0.1 37T. f I TT^ 3H^eR gflR f fam* *Rl 
xPa m «nft?T 3TT^cH UHR 11 ^ %ReT TOf <Tt<rR ^TR ^ % I 230 %e afa 50 ^ 

^fr4iqal «JRT 1^?T KR TR ^7 t 4 ^FTCrTT f I 

T^rffeR^^r %srfflfer, W^ f^nr^T^t 73fa*T% 7*^ ! 



3 rk %^m tK"i>K ^Fcf nra^ twit (12) sro ^ ¥ifW ^ftttptO ^ ^-qt^nf for -qr^ % 

^1*^1 %^JWTO% ^TRT fafolftn SR! f^lT^T% SP^TR, 3^T HRlIt 3 fefoffa 3r^ftf^T R^rT 

^T fafRTOT f^RT 7 FTT t *JW?TT % W*f?TT 3lfo ^pfr l lpH % cfOR 31^1 *ft #t ^Tt 100 fq.TTT. RT 7RTO 3 tOr7 % 

'i' *TH % feR 100 ^ 10000 TlcRFR TOR SlcRTrl (Rq) Wm SO f^.UT. TRi srfqsfnrq ^ f 

“•f 'RHI x 10^,2 x 10^^15 x 10* f, ^ ~qi ^FRRT ^if^ ^T % WT^ f I 

[^. 71. -^J, 1^1.-21(281 )/2002] 
^Tt. 7(. f«ll*iRi, 0^1=6, WrT Rq fq^n 


3648 G1/03-3 
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New Delhi, the 15th December, 2003 

' v ' r ' S.O: J4U.—Whbreas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority. Is &itisfied tliat4he Modehdescribed iri the said report (see the figufe given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the^SUmdards of .Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Mea&res 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy overperiods of sustamedmseand 
lo render accurate service under varied conditions; ... 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections, (7) and (8) of Section 36 ,of the.said 
Act" the Cciilrai Goveriirtient hereby issuctTaiid publishes' the certificate of approval of the self indicating, non- 
autotnaifc wetghiij^ittstrittn£nf wi® digital indication of “MT-S W series of niedhjm ? a(iciiracy (accuracy class-III) bid 
\vith brafid nai^':Qarvcns'' (hereinafter referredto as the said model), rtmnuftictufodrby M^: Mettler-Toledo ffidllPvt. 
Ltd Amar Hills. Saki Vihar Road, Powai, Mumbai-400 072 and which is assigned the approval markiND/Q9/2fK)3/ 


401: 



Mill <1 lUOXIllUHH V* Mill* -“I- - O -' ^ ^ v -i*'..,. , r ,, T-- •, ;■ >. v . iv-, i 

device With a loo pef’cent Subtractive 1 retained tare effect. "The liquid crystal display (li(2D) indicates (he weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230V, 50Hz alternative current power supply vr ^ rn : -'W T - r - 

......lu-additiop toyscaUqg tlie^stampwg plate* sealing ^haU be done itQyprevenl the opening of the machine for 

fraudulent practices. 



Pnrlher in exercise; o4 tlic po w qrs con faired by Sub-section (12) of .Sect ion 36 of the said. Act, thCjCeptirai 
(,m eminent heroin declares that this certificate of approval of t^ smd modcl shalfnlso coy er the weighing instniments 
of similar make, accuracy and pcrforihancc of same Scries ivim maximUiifcapacity up to 50kg witii verificatibri ^caie 
imen aid,) in (he range of lOO to umobfor^c’ value of 100 mgbrindfe'bnd’with 'V value of 1* 10 k , 2 * I0 k bf 5 *T0 k , 
k beiim a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
u ith ilie same principle design and with the same materials with which, the approved Model has been manufactured, 
v y : f~t y : sr,— [F. No. WM-21(281 )/2002] 

P.A. KRISHNAMOORTHY. Director. Legal Metrology 




[MFT II— 


-3 It 1 


76sJ5/ 


' W 20, 2003/3^5 ^ 29 r 19g5; . rr . ; 

• > r H feft, 15 ■ 2Q03( ! /■ 

; _ * *•»• M»7.«4(V*wS, 

*" '''*'* *if) W sftr Tm w aftifm. iw(v> 76 ^•kV^mtrg 

(<mg m Myte) f*w. f)p '***#* *3fn t *. ?s <n<T%*vroi't. firwmiK jwiflr- 1 

“'• -'■' •-• ; ’H: ">. ..- rr;- -x;ujj •„•:>*: -fphnr/'i.oJ biff; ym hoiur t iku> 

■ij.V ^r^^ ^ gTf¥ ^^ TO36 ^ m^m ^ 

3 °2, %?*?, tera^vsooo34 ^<(<v«rr^ *fr'\ 

nOjfpa ; /*fr\*M ^am’’ *pmi % -m :t^y, srmtfex# 

t (41?^^;<5<^ 

^ 3 ^ 1 ^/ 09 / 2003/341 3t ^\h ■*’'•/* 

■ :* ■ ■.■'<.'• v! ;;.;■!! i ; ; /o >qq-. a-S bvfqa-v.:. -•; djlflw 

r ,- iM).^> %aiiHl U^R m 3TIVT% 

^ r ^#7 ^f$RT *m tf #sr sfh; so Wf^ Sm^ft *fpf !M -^ 5 l ^ nl - 3 ‘ rr 

qqqn* sov/oq frtoniD 

1 : ?^ CV T' ^ H ^ 1 ’ 1 ^ A M if^ r%f^t ^ ^ l ^fl t 

■:'j;ijjf;7c| ‘u^lffbum 



a^i sifafer^ *?ro 36 ^m] (1 2 ) : sra ^infeif 3 ^i£$,^^ 

"3^R! tTFSH % % STtPk 3*ft f¥%Mf<Jl5RT ^ fte?T fffR,^,,^T^, ^ ftrfafj f jd , fflfc 

^ <a ' CT1 % ^ $ ^V'^'folT <=nr4>-iirn % Tfl^R^«b<w| ^ # 50 tH. «?f^j % •: ^ ’ !?^,%i^r soon^tUXT^OO 

^rqm HH,3T?rwr W) T7%7f 50 fen. £ 300 ^.in. n^^arfifeH ^rm ^ i [ 

HR 1 x 10* 2 * 10* -qf 5 X 10* f, tRRRT ^ ^JR I rH^ ^7T ^ ^ f |' :i ' 1 ' iM!ft2 ' !;i: ;{u '• ^^>\o:,.n: m 

i>- i!JI >.UJIMXfi 

;,; -_.\ r ; ■., [RT. B. ^T.-21(172)/2002] 

/::• 0 !f ■■ -\-’A■* I,...V:.•. i .,■,j•;. y -.'..« :■!T>!•":q ! ;r 1 /. 4t. TT. f.«J||^fcl, fe^T, fe^F^ fen 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: DECEMBER 20, 2003/AGRAHAYANA 29, 1925 {Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 15th December, 2003 

S.O. 3417._Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 

authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said 
Act. the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the self indicating, non¬ 
automatic (Platform type-LPG Cylinder weighing machine) weighing instrument with digital indication ofCUC-Ex’' 
series of medium accuracy (accuracy class-IIl) and with brand name “Kosan” (herein referred to as the said model), 
manufactured by M/s. Kosan Crisplant, 302, Vintage Complex, Road No. 5, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad-500 034 and 
which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/2003/341; 

The said model (See the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform ivpe-LPG Cylinder weighing machine) with a maximum capacity of 120 kg and minimum capacity 
of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. 
The liquid crystal display (LCD) indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230V, 50Hz alternative 

current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act. the Central 
Government herebv declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the? weighing instruments 
of similar make accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg and up to 300kg with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10000 for e' value of 50g or more and with e value of 1 - 10 . 
2 x 10 k or 5 x. io k , k being a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manutacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the approved Model has been 

manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21( 172)/2002] 
P.A. KRISHNAMOORTHY. Director. Legal Metro logy 



[TOT II—TSR5 3(ii)3 


TORTOWR : 20, 2003/3RTOTOT 29, 1925 
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^ fe#, 15 feRR, 2003 

^ 3flT. 3418.—TO, fafe TTlfaTOfl 5RT ^ TPR1U ft%2 TO felTT % TOTO^TO TRTTOT ^T TOT t 
1TMti ^ qp’jm TOfed ("^ Tt'H^ TOfrfd ) TO2 Rk ’TFT TOTO* 1976 (-1976 TO 60) cT*TT TO£ 3?TT TOT H l f4? 

( dl-Scdl TO fed, 1987 % % 3 i^h i? S^T ^TT ®TTcT TTTORli? 1% cRIdK Trfe TO 3Rf%j ^f *f[ Tfp f gf 

^TOf?TT ^TTXT TTOTT vfrl HRfVlfcl^T $ 3H^k1 TO TORT #nT; 

3R, %*k 1RW ~3TO1 3T#TTO TO) TOTT 36 TO) ^TTOTT ( 7 ) 5TTT TPTTT ?lfe4T TOT TTfel TO7T* ^ 
■^TT^ 3Ttfef 33fawhsr%. 3/46TT dfed 4«ll«0 TOT, ^ ftcrfi-110026 SR fafdftd TTRTR TOTl*f?TT TOf (TOTOfm fe IV) 

^fTTOTT % SR^mifcin, 7T^7T 7JTOT TTfe feR 3>m ,J l (fai^R TR*ft <ftcR <JTO TO) % HlSd TOT, fefo 

^ TO TOT “fefen” f (fe^ ^TT% H^-qiq^ *fcl TO^T TOTT t) 3lk fe^ suffer fa^T 3TT^ T^T ^t/09/2003/396 
TOTf^ld feu TOU f, SUpfej WTO fet fe: y^ifvid TOTcft t; 

TOScd T?TO 6H<rq^iRna m!Bi<*) fen 3H-+<^i (TT?^ <J?fl) t fetf* fTSR fellfafa 4rlf»-Hfc«1ct f I frfe RfefvcR $R?u 
3 feTTT. fe ^JWT SRUT 200 TTT. f I TUTOR TORR 3RTTRT (3) TO TOT 20 TO. 11 

TTtrR^t: TtoItoI fe TOT fe TOT=I % TOR^ TOTOR % ffe TOT^ ^ feR ^ ife % fe^ HT fefet IRt 

TOunti 



3TR feffa TOTOR '3TO ^ifem TO^ TOT 36 TOt TOTOKT (12) £RT TRtT Tlffelf TO #1 TOR TO feTO TOUT) t fro 
3TO TOTOT % 3TJTOR % "571 TRFPR % 3TcPfcT 3Tlt fefeTT ^[RT TTlt fesjcT fs^T^d % iRJTO JR 3H) TOTHlfl ^ fedftd W) 
s ‘jro?TT%'^ 77 "RTO, W^4l^lfeR%feTO!R “*% #t TO 5 TTT. RF TTTOl ^TOT % ‘ ^ ’ TOT % fcR; 100 ^ 1,000 cfER 
TO ^f TUTOR TOT, 3RTOT (U/T) TOt WiT Tlfe 10 feTTT. TOT W\ ^TfefR TORT TO7 f TOT ‘^' TOT 1 x 10 % , 2 x 10 % TO 
5 x 1 (y* , % TOUTOT TO TOWRT T JTOf^F TO 1JJTO % TR^TO % I 


[TO. Ti. ^RJ. TTR.-21(64)/2001 ] 
Ut. T7, fRTOjf^, fe-TO TOT feR 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 20,2003/AGRAHAYANA 29, 1925 [Part II— Sec. 3(h)] 


New Delhi, the 15th December, 2003 

S.O. 3418.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given.below) is in conformity with tire 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (7) of Section 36 of tire said Act, the 
Central Government hereby publishes the certificate of approval of the model of the self- indicating, non-automatic 
Mechanical (kitchen weiging scale type) weighing instrument of KCK.' scries with analogue indication of ordinary 
accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and with brand name ”Equinox’ T (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by 
M/s. Ozone Overseas Ltd. 3/46 A, West Punjabi Bagh, New Delhi-1 fO 026 and which is assigned the approval mark 
1 ND/09/2003/396; . 

The Model is a non-automatic Mechanical Weighing Instrument (kitchen scale) incorporated with spring 
mechanism. Its maximum capacity is 3kg and the minimum capacity is 2QQg and value of verification scale interval, is 

20g. . .. ' ‘ . ' ... .. , ^ 

Sealing : In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the 
machine for fraudulent practices. 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act. the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the Model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
same make, accuracy with maximum capacity upto 10kg with number of verification scale interval n’ in the range of 
100 to 1000 for e' value of 5g or more and with *e 7 value of 1 * I0\ 2 * l() k or 5 x10 k , k being a positive or negative 
whole number or zero manufactured by the same manufacturer with the same principle, design, accuracy and with the 
same materials with which, the approved said Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(64)/2001] 
P.A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director, Legal Metrology 




[WTII—TsTts 3(ii) ] 


*IRfl Rfl TT^m : RqhMT 20, 2003 /3TWm 29, 1925 7629 

15 fs*TO, 2003 

^T. 3?T V 3419. —TO5K 4iT, fAftcT UTfA^TRt SRI ^ TR^I T R IArr RRA TTRiqiA^t 

W fw? A Rf% Afeet (AtAAW 3TTfrfs^l') RT3 4* RPT RH4T RfaPm 1976 (1976 ^T 60) sAt Arc4t WR^ 
: .(Hl-scil W\ fRRR, 1987 %^TRf At 3pJ^Rf 4t ^R RRT At TTMPm t fA RRRTR wfr] At 3TRfa A At cRR R$5R 

RRlAoT «t-1IM. <.<^'11 AA f^rf^PT RfAA-TfAAf A '#41 RSM RRtTT A>RT; *-!l- J 

m^i <m stfAAm At rrt 36 At <ptrrt (7) sri tot TrfArAt' 4* rAr rrA fir 
'rratf aYAV-i 4«rA'1*i %. 3/461T hP^m ArtA rfi, 110026 sri fafalAd RiRT^RRiAm rA (rrtAArAYV) A<?t 

“ y ^ i ” 9 l^n% ^T:^!^, ^WlRw, ^7T ^ri%TT AAR RRRR (tARRAAAt AAR RRJR) %At£?I A^ fStftA 
^ R RTR t (PnA IR% R7RT<t RTSrl RT^I RRT f) Ar fAA SFjAtR fA^ 3TT^ TJR At/09/2003/^5 

♦^^ici fAvTT RRT f, ^jfrSR MTO wfw RRcft t; r ; ; « : 

( i ^ '^’W^llcrKl Al<R ■3M'=h<"l (<A^ Cjtnl)' % Pf|<rlA fepi [A«m{etfa RpRpR t J '^RfAt SffARTR SJRcTT 

2 fWnT. Aft SIRtfT 100 TIT. 11 UrTO 4NHH 'SRRRT (^) R RR 10 TIT. 1? I -i j rfit 

RZTRRR Ate At Ater rcA A 4 AfRk 1 , Rra r i ,J l A fAlR rAYt At AtelA -A AAt AfAlR At AtetAAt At 

will •" ; ;: - K 



Ar W4»K R<T 4¥wt At RRT 36 At '3TR«TRT (12) SRI KtT TTfAtAf R rARI RRt ?5TH7n RROT t fA> 
-zm ^ TB^I.% •3T^lSR % w 5RIW % 3RRf?I fAPWcTT SRI %5M % 3I^R * 

‘ftscTt ArAAYt A^r, w4m ^frt ^pYtTm%sfcn At#t # 5 m rt^bA srfw% *^^ %%^ 1 oo% : 1 ,o001rt 

rA Ysi A RrRm RH, 3RRTeT (T^) RNh RffS 10 fAT.RT. SRTRvt 3#IRum ^RRURHA f At* 'f RPT 1 x 10 % ,' 2^ Ip* RT 
5 N 10 T , % F, ^it RRIfRRT RT ^FIRRRT RT TJjR % UHcJcR f I 

[ITT. A. 1TR.-21(64)/2001] 

At. it. ^hhR tA^IRT, fAtART RTR fA^R 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 20,2003/AGRAH AY ANA 29,1925 [Part II— Sec. 3(ii)l 


New Delhi, the 15th December, 2003 

S.O. 3419. —Whereas tire Central Government, after considering tire report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see tire figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate sendee under varied conditions; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of tire powers conferred by Sub-section (7) of Section 36 of the said Act. the 
Central Government hereby publishes the certificate of approval of the model of the self- indicating, non-automatic 
Mechanical (kitchen weighing scale type) weighing instrument of KCE' series with analogue indication of ordinary 
accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and with brand name 'Equinox" (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured 
by M/s. Ozone Overseas Ltd. 3/46 A, West Punjabi Bagh, New Delhi-110 026 and which is assigned die approval mark 
I ND/09/2 003/3 95; 

The Model is a non-automatic Mechanical Weighing Instrument (kitchen scale) incorporated with spring 
mechanism. Its maximum capacity is 2kg and tire minimum capacity is lOOg. and value of verification scale interval is 

log. 

Sealing: In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices.; 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the Model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
same make, accuracy with maximum capacity upto 10kg with number of verficatidh scale interval 'n in the range of 
100 to 1000 for V value of 5g or more and with 'e'valueof 1 * 10 k , 2 * 10 k or5* l()\ k being the positive or negative 
whole number or zero manufactured by tire same manufacturer with tire same principle, design, accuracy and with the 
same materials with which, the approved said Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(64)/2001j 
P.A. KR1SHNAMOORTHY, Director. Legal Metrology 




[ MPT II—3(ii) ] 
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HRtT TBng ; 20, 2003/3TTT FTFF 29, 1925 

^ fqcnl, 15 RuMI, 2003 

3420.—%#? 7T7FTR FTT, FTfwft £TC! ^ F7 fwC FF# % t^?FT^FF BFIFtF Ft FFT f 

fiMli #' qf^m (## Ft 7 T^ ’3TT^f?r ##) FB 3tfa Trn FH°b 3Tp#FFT, 1976 ( 1976 «RT 60) FFT FT3 isfa FOB ^tHF) 

(^Mf^JT 3 ? 3 *to) Pm, 1987 %^^% 37 ^t^^W^ 7 iHT^t%WTIcn 7 ^^ 3 ^^ 

■sr«fT«hTT FFTTT T# 7 !! 3fk fafMB M^rwRl-'-iT # ~3H^<=M #FT W ^TcTI T^TT; 

3HT: 3R, afo FWT (8) FRT *FF «RT TRtF ^ fir, 

%Rl 3TMTH 3 iW*)*i %. 3/46F, W#FFT, ^ feft-110026 m faftftF WTB? W«fcn F# (F«TT*fm M IV) <ff# 

3TTC9015” ^TFF: 7£FFT, W^ifria, ^T 3#fT F^R FTO"T (^f^T cf^R ^T TTSfiK) %FT5RFST, faflftr 

W^^T3R “^Nrt’’ f (M^* W^TT^FTFRF^FFTt) 4 M 3Ijfe 1^3 3nf ^ : ^/09/2003/393 
TTH^fTTcT fFRT FR "I", YFRTR "Fret afft TJFjTfTTF FFFf f - ; 

FFSR 31 wifcw FTfe <l)trH 3H+<«I (^RT^R^fT) f f^m' f^T l^nf^rf^T ^Tfwrf^TcT # | Stf^oRrm 

SXm 120 %.TTT. 3^ ^JFFF SRFT 10 FT. 11 Wrtm FRHH 3^tRTcT (3) RT FR 1 %. FT. f I 

WI^mm Rt #tR R#T % aifilfWl, '=6H<d^l *4FSK % 1#T7 F7T# RT Tlta# # fR# % f#T7 vft F7RR# Rt 

■T^l 



3fft *«DK FFF STfVfWT Rt FTO 36 (12) wtt % 

■3^r ftfr % ar^FfcR % wm % 3f?rfa F*ft fafFFfFT 5rcr F*ft from % st^fr Fwst # Mf^f 

»pw&l % Ft #R, W*fFT afa *w4hkh % FRR 3Wfl Ft #t Fft 50 TIT- FT FF# 3Tf^F % ‘ j’ FR [50 m Xf)] % f^r 

100 # 1,000 FRRt^T# %^rm fh, mm (^) wrr FifFcr 120 %.m fft ^ artoni swm ft# f ' 37 k ‘f ' fW 

1 x 10 ^, 2 >< 10 % FT 5 x 10 % %f, #^FT?^FT^nn?q^Tjiiifcfr'CfT-^%^ T ^f | • i 

C^F. #. TJF.-21 (64 )/2001 J 

' ‘ '• #- ^‘11^, fFfFFT FTF fF3H 


3648 GI/03-4 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: DECEMBER 2Q, 2003/AGRAHAYANA 29, 1925 [Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 15th December, 2003 

S.O. 3420 . —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said 
Act. the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of the self- 
itidicating. non-automatic Mechanical (personal weighing scale type) weighing instrument Qf BK 9015’ series with 
analogue indication of ordinary accuracy (Accuracy 7 class-III) and with brand name “Equinox” (hereinafter referred to 
as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Ozone Overseas Ltd. 3/46 A, West Punjabi Bagh, New Delhi-110 026 and 
which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/2003/393; 

The Model is a non-automatic Mechanical weighing Instrument (Person weighing machine type) incorporated 
with spring mechanism. Its maximum capacity is 120kg and die minimum capacity is 10kg and value of verification 
scale interv al is l Kg. 

Sealing: In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing is done to prevent the opening of die machine for 
fraudulent practices. 



Further, in exercise of the pow ers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said section, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the Model shall also cover the weighing instrument of 
same scries with maximum capacity uplo 120kg with number of settle interval *n’ in die range of 100 to 1000 corresponding 
to c' value of 5()g or more (5t)g< e) and widi V value of 1 * U)\ 2 x 10 k or 5 * ItP, k being a positive or negative whole 
number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design, 
accuracy and with the same materials with which, the approved said Model has been manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-2l(64)/200l) 
P.A. KRISHNAMOORTHY. Director, Legal Metrology 




[*TFT If—Tgrrs- 3(ii)] 


MR?T : fg^T^T 20, 2003/3TU^Fm 29, 1925 
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^ f^ft, 15 2003 

^ ^rfW.. 1976 (1976 « 60) HR W 71H1 ^ HRW 

TT^irmn qnii< T7t*TT $fo iRP^M 3 ^T W^R ^Tfj. - ; . ■ / 

wro(«)OTww»IWFwrt«rw»w 

!r 3fNH l^ 51 ^ 3/46 ^ ^ ^ ftg#-110026 5TO WHirt H I H M «wri« n Owrfw-yf IV) 4t 

^t^T9S08 ^%^ : ^,^ TOraI |^,^^^^ w ^ ( ^^ af|IiniK)%ijhw ^ 

** ** T *-™** m f) ** M * 3 ^ ^** V ^2003/3* 

^ ^ (gqf^Tcf^T ^TT) f f^f fem foqrfofa ^T%T 11 W^t 

120 Ffr.TTT. 3tR ^T?m $mT 10 fe>. m 11 ^Trqm ^IMHH 3F?TW (i)^TTIHI f%. m f 


Wirrft 


^Z^TTf|FTTO% 31%f<«w, cf>H^4 %f^71T#T 73te!% ^ t & 



«)]%ft|Uioo 

71 1.000 HIP \* * WR HR. 3TTOR (^) Wit T#H ,20 fton WH& *fwpt «PRII *1* f tfe •{> up, 
1 * 10 ’ 2 x 10^ ^ 5 X 10^ f, 

[^ 73. ^*3.-21 ( 64 )/2001] 

^ t w| *i^. ft^ns; *rrc 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 20,2003/AGRAHAYANA 29,1925 [Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 15th December, 2003 

S.O. 3421.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said 
Act the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of die self- 
indicating, non-automatic Mechanical (personal weighing scale type) weighing instrument of BR 9808 series with 
analogue indication of ordinary accuracy (Accuracy class-IIl) and with brand name "Equinox (hereinafter referred to 
as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Ozone Overseas Ltd. 3/46 A, West Punjabi Bagh, New Delhi-110 026 and 
which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/2003/394; 

The Model is a non-automatic Mechanical weighing Instrument (person weighing machine) incorporated with 
spring mechanism. Its maximum capacity is 120kg and the minimum capacity is 10kg. and value of verification scale 
interval is 1kg. 

Sealing: In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the 
machine for fraudulent practices. 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said act, the Central 
(iov-eminent hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the Model shall also cover the weighing instrument of 
same series with maximum capacity uplo 120kg with number of scale interval *n' in the rangeof 100 to 1000 corresponding 
to e value of 50g or more (50g. c) and with c’ value of 1 * K>\ 2 x ftp or 5 x 10 k , k being the positive or negative 
whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design, 
: ,nd with the same materials with which, the approved said Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (64)/2001 ] 
P.A. KR1SHNAMOORTHY, Director, Legal Metrology 



[¥111-^5 3(ii) ] 
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vmTtem? 

^ 21 W^T, 2003 

^T. 3H. 3422,—^fh^fw 3Tfafwr, 1947 

(1947^114) 17 *U°bK <fiHbr 

ft^PT^Rt fH % fNt^f sfo "3*i^> qi+foiKl % 

3Fpp} 3 3ft«|fi|cb #R ■£[£, 

% ri^TR U^FTfvid t, ^ fR'4)l< 

20-11-2003 3fF?T 13TT sm 

[^To T^1-300l2/25/97-3TTi3TR.(#-t)] 
T^?T. ^1,3141 tHpqq 

M INISTRY OF LABOUR 

New Delhi, the 21st November, 2003 

S.O. 3422.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes, Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Labour Court, 
Emakulam as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of Cochin Refineries Ltd. and their w orkman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 20-11-2003. 

[No. L-30012/25/97-IR (C-l)] 
S. S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT LABOUR 
COURT, ERNAKULAM (IN THE LABOUR COURT, 
ERANKULAM) 

Wednesday, the 27th day of August, 2003 
PRESENT: 

Sint. N. ThulasiBai, B.A. LL. B., 

Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 18of 1997(Central) 
BETWEEN : The General Manager, Cochin Refineries 
Limited, Ambalamughal 

AND 

The workman of the above concern represented by the 
Cochin Refineries Workers Association, Ambalamughal, 
Cochin, Kerala 

Representations: 

M/s. Menon& Pai, : ... For Management 

Advocate, 

Emakulam 

Sri, Agith Prakash, : ... For Union 

Advocate. 

402, Imperial Building 
Annex, Flower Junction, 

T. D. Road, Kochi-35. 

AWARD 

This reference was made by Central Government as 
per OrderNo.-L-30012/25/97-IR(C.I.)dated 3rd June, 1997. 
The dispute is between the Management of M/s. Cochin 


Refineries Ltd. and their workman Sri. E. D. Gokulan, K. 
Sridharan and K. Balakrishna Pillai. 

The dispute referred is: 

‘Whether the action of the management of M/fc. 
Cochin Refineries Ltd. in imposing the punishment 
of with holding two annual increments with 
cumulative effect for certain alleged misconduct in 
respect of the workmen S/Shri. E D. Gokulan, K. 
Sridharan and K. Balakrishnan Pillai is justified ?if 
not, to what relief are these workmen entitled to?” 

In the reference Sri K. Sasidharan and K. Balakrishnan 
Pillai are represented by the Cochin Refineries 
Employees Association and Sri. E.D. Gokulan is 
represented by the Cochin Refineries Workets 
Association and the management is representated frv 
the General Manager (HRM), Cochin Refineries 
Limited 

2. On receipt of notices issued from this court both 
union and management appeared through counsel. 

3. The second union representing Sri. K. Sasidharan 
and Sri. K Balakrishnan Pillai filed a claim statement raising 
the following claims:—The alleged misconduct for imposed 
the punishment is that the workman slept while on duty on 
19-8-1994 thereby committed misconduct as per standing 
order clause 29-38. The punishment was imposed by the 
Deputy General Manager’ (Manufacturing) after domestic 
enquiry. The enquiry proceedings were only an empty 
formality to cover up the preplanned and biased intention 
of the management to victimise the workers and to prevent 
them from trade union activities. Actually the workers have 
not slept during the working hours. The enquiry officer 
was a person who was being appointed in all the domestics 
enquiries ordered by the management against the workets 
for the last so many years thereby the enquiry officer was 
not inclined to arrive at any finding in favour of the 
workman. The findings of the enquiry officer were not based 
on evidence on record. The only eye witness to the alleged 
misconduct was Sri. M. J. Abraham, the Senior Manager. 
His evidence was legally inadminissible and unreliable due 
to contradictions. On going through the evidence of MWI 
it is clear that his evidence was not sufficient to prove the 
al leged misconduct against the workers. The enquiry officer 
failed to consider his evidence adduced from the part of 
the workers. Basing on the findings of the enquiry offices’ 
the disciplinary authority had imposed punishment on the 
workers without considering the explanation given by the 
workers to the second show cause notice. The workers 
were awarded the penality of withholding their annual 
increment with cumulative effect. The penality is 
shockingly disproportionate to the gravity of the charges 
levelled against the workman. So the second union 
represented 2 workers pray for passing an award quashing 
the entire disciplinary proceedings and the punishment 
imposed. 
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4. In the written statement filed by the management 
following contentions are seen raised:—The workers in¬ 
volved in the reference are operators working in the utility 
section of the manufacturing department of the company. 
While working in the morning shift on 19-8-94 they were 
found sleeping in the co-boiler field control room in the 
utility section of the manufacturing department of the re¬ 
finery. Sri. M.J. Abraham, Senior Manager, (Shift Adminis¬ 
tration) reported the matter to the management. The co¬ 
boiler field control room in the utility section is meant for 
dealing the work of co-boilers. The steam header pressure 
which is very critical safety refinery is controlled from the 
above boilers. Sleeping while on duty in potential hazard¬ 
ous industry like the petroleum refinery may lead to seri¬ 
ous danger and it is a serious misconduct under clause No. 
29-38 of the standing orders of Cochin Refineries Limited. 
So show cause notices were issued to the workman and 
they were placed under supension from the date of notice. 
All the 3 workers offered their explanation which were not 
found satisfactory thereby they were charge sheeted and 
a domestic enquiry was conducted through Mr. Thomas 
Philip, an outsider. All the 3 employees were provided suf¬ 
ficient opportunities to participate in the enquiry. They 
were represented through co-workers and the witnesses 
examined from the side of the management were corss ex¬ 
amined by the representative of the workman. Thereafter 6 
witnesses were examined from the side of the delinquent 
workman in support of their defence. Thus the workman 
participated in the enquiry through out thereby the prin¬ 
ciples of natural justice has been complied with. There was 
no objection from the part of the workman against the en¬ 
quiry officer and the conduct of the enquiry. On analysing 
the oral and documentary evidence adduced in the en¬ 
quiry. the enquiry officer found the 3 employees guilty of 
the charges levelled against them. On receipt of enquiry 
report the management furnished copy to all the 3 workers 
and a second opportunity was given to show cause on the 
finding. Considering the explanation, findings of the en¬ 
quiry officer and past record of the delinquent the man¬ 
agement imposed the punishment of withholding 2 annual 
increments with cumulative effect. According to the man¬ 
agement the enquiry conducted by the management is le¬ 
gal and valid and the findings of the enquiry officer are 
based on evidence on record. At the same time the man¬ 
agement seeks permission of this court to adduce fresh 
evidence to prove the misconducts if the enquiry is found 
as vitiated, by this court. The management upholds the 
propriety of punsihment imposed on the workman based 
on the findings in the enquiry report. So the management 
prays for passing an award upholding the enquiry and 
punsihment and rejectingthe claim of the unions. 

5. First union who represents Sri. ED. Gokulan filed 
a rejoinder traversing the contentions raised in the written 
statement filed by the management. It is explained in the 
rejoinder that the action of the management is based on 
the report of MW 1 which was not produced in the enquiry. 


So also there was no communication in the show cause 
notice or charge sheet that the proceedings were initiated 
on the basis of the report of MW 1. M WI and MW2 who 
are the senior Managers of shift Administration and shift 
in charge had not reported the alleged incident in their 
daily report, which was admitted by them in the enquiry. 
The enquiry officer has not followed the principles of 
natural justice in the matter of enquiry and the reoport is 
not based on evidence on report. The enquiry officer did 
not consider the material evidence tendered by the 
defence witnesses, but fully relied on the deposition of 
MW1, the management witness. According to the first 
union also the enquiry is not valid and proper as natural 
justice has been violated and the findings of enquiry 
officer are not based on evidence in the enquiry. It is slao 
alleged that the punishment imposed is higllly 
unjustifiable thereby the first union also prays for passing 
an award setting aside the enquiry report and withdrawal 
of the punishment imposed. 

6. Since the punishment imposed on the workers 
was pursuant to a domestice enquiry, the enquiry officer 
was examined as MW 1 and Ext. Ml enquiryfile was marked. 

7. Thus the points arise for determination are: 

1. Whether the enquiry conducted through MW 1 
' is valid and proper? 

2. Whether the findings of the enquiry officer are 
based on evidence? 

3. Whether chance has to be given to the 
management to adduce fresh evidence? 

4. The relief, if any, due to the workman? 

8. Points 1 and2:—While considering the validity 
and propriety of the enquiry conducted through MW 1, it 
cannot be disputed that sufficient opportunity was given 
to the workman to participate in the enquiry thriugh co¬ 
workers. It is true that the preliminary objections was raised 
by the workman against the joint enquiry conducted 
against all the 3 workmen which was over ruled by .the 
enquiry officer stating that since the incident alleged was 
occured in the same place at the same time. There is noting 
objectional in conducting a joint enquiry. Since the inci¬ 
dent which gave raise for the enquiry was alleged to be 
occurred on the same day at the sainetime in die very 
same spot and the witnessees to be examined from bodi 
sides and the documents to be relied on are identical 
thereby no prejudice will be caused to the workman by die 
conduct of a joint enquiry. So the joint enquiry conducted 
against the workman has not affected the propriety of the 
enquiry. The workmen were represented by two co-work¬ 
ers in the enquiry through whom the workmen participated 
in the enquiry though out. The witnesses examined from 
the management’s sides were cross examined by die co- 
workers appeared for the workmen and 6 witnesses were 
examined from the workmen’s side. It is evident from die 
deposition of MW1 available in Ext. Ml enquiry file that he 
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w as alaborately cross-examined by the co-workers on be¬ 
half of the workmen. The copy of docuuments produced 
from the management's side were served on the workmen 
and the workmen also produced and marked E.xts : D1 to 
D9 There was no allegation of bias against the enquiry 
officer at tire time of conduct of enquiry. On going through 
the enquiry proceedings available in Ext, Ml file it can be 
gathered that tire enquiry officer had followed all tire legal 
formulatics in lhe matter of conduct of enquiry thereby tire 
principles of natural justice has been complied with. So it 
can be found that the enquiry conducted against the work¬ 
men through MW 1 is valid and proper. 

9. The main contention from the part of tire workmen 
regarding the enquiry report is that tire report of enquiry' is 
nqt based on evidence oir record. So many contradictions 
in the deposition of MW l the Senior Manager (Shift 
Administration) are pointed out by the second union 
representing Sri. Sridharan and Sri K. Balakrislura Pillai in 
the claim statement and the first union representing Sri. 
Gokulan lias pointed out in the rejoinder that tire reliance 
made by the enquiry' officer on the deposition of MW1 to 
arrive that the w orkmen are guilty to the misconduct alleged 
is against the evidence on record. While considering the 
above allegation in respect of the evidence of MW 1 in the 
enquiry and reliance made by the enquiry officer on the 
same to find the workmen guilty of the misconduct the first 
aspect to be referred is that there was uo allegation for the 
w orkmen againsl the Senior Manager (Sliift Administration) 
in the explanations to the show-cause notices that the Senior 
Manager has any personnel grudge against the present 
workmen so as to implicate them in disciplinary 
proceedings by raising false allegation. But the defence 
of the workmen in (lie explanation to the show-cause notices 
was one of total denial. The allegation against the workmen 
is that (hey were sleeping while on duty in the M. Shift on 
19-8-94 in the U.B.—control room. The allegation is that 
MWI the Senior Manager. Shift Administration himself 
personally found the 3 workmen sleeping in the U.D.-6 
control room during M. shift which was informed to Sri. 
P S. Kaniath. shift in charge and General Manager 
(operations). The fact that the Senior Manager who was 
examined as MWI in the enquiry met the three workman in 
tllb co-boiler UB-6 control room on 19-9-94 at about 3 A.M. 
is not disputed. Sri. B. Rcglut Nathan Nair. a co-workcrof 
the workmen was also present in the spot at that time is 
admitted. The definite case of the workmen about the 
allegation is that actually they were not sleeping but they 
were sitting and taking in the room. The fact lhal all the 
above 4 workers w ere on duty in the M. shift on 19-8-94 
which had commenced at 11 O Clock night on 19-8-94 and 
ends at 7 A.M. on 20-9-94 in the boiler section is admitted. 
Sri. M.J. Abraham, the Senior Manager (Shift 
Administration) as MW 1 has deposed in the enquiry that 
lie louitd all the 3 workmen sleeping in the U.B.-6 control 
room and Sri. Reghunatlnm waiting in fronlof the room in 
a chair and on seeing him Sri. Rcgunathan awakened the 


workmen by making sound. On going through the 
deposition of MW 1 available in the enquiry file it is evident 
that he was elaborately cross-examined by the co-workers 
representing the woikmen to test his veracity aid attainted 
to discredit his version. But through the co-workers coijld 
bring out some discrepencies during the course of his 
prolonged cross-examination his firm version that he found 
the workmen sleeping during the course of their duty corfid 
not be discredited. There was no allegation of personnel 
grudge or other animosity for MW 1 towards the workmen. 
The attempt of the co-workers during the course of enquiry 
was to bring out that the action were initiated against tjhe 
w orkmen as part of reduction of manpower in (lie section 
in which the workmen were employed cannot be found as 
proper since the punishment imposed on (lie workers was 
only barring of increments. Cross-examination of MW 1 
apapears to be continued from pages 8 to 62 of Ext. Mi 
enquin' file itself shows the gravity of cross-examination 
made by the co-worker on behalf of the workmen inspite of 
which they could not succeed in challenging the veracity 
of the deposition of MW 1. The minor discrepencies pointed 
out by the unions' counsel are not sufficient to find the 
evidence of MW 1 as untrustworthy. In the enquiry report 
the enquiry officer lias given specific reasonings for relying 
on the evidence of MWI preference to the evidence of 
DWs 1 to 6 and nothing on record to interfere with that 
finding. It is settled law that the standard of proof required 
in a dicsiplinary enquiry is not the same as the one involved 
in establishing an offence in a criminal court and there is 
no question of any benefit of doubt being given to the 
delinquent employee if there is acceptable evidence in 
support of an imputation of misconduct. In the present 
case there is no dispute about the fact that sleeping while 
on duty is a misconduct as per the certified striding orders 
of the management establishment. 

10. Regarding Ex. M1 enquiry file produced before 
court it was pointed out by the unions counsel that the 
copy of certified standing orders which was marked as Ext. 
Ml in the enquiry docs not find a place in Ext. M1 enquiry 
file and the reports included in pages 194 and 195 of Ext. 
Ml file were not produced in the enquiry, inspilc of the 
demand made by the workmen for the production of report 
alleged to be given by MWI. the Senior Manager to the 
General Manager as claimed thereby Ext. MWI enquiry file 
produced before court is not one submitted by MWI to 
(he management. It is true that the report included in pages 
194 and 195 of Ext. Ml were not produced in the enquiry 
and the copy of certified standing order which was marked 
as Ext. Ml in the enquiry is not seen in Ext. Ml file has 
been admitted by the enquiry' officer as MW I before court. 
Even without the reports included in pages 194 and 195 of 
Ext. Ml, the enquiry officer found that the misconduct 
alleged against the workmen is proved through the oral 
evidence of MW I in the enquiry. So also it is admitted by 
DWs 1 to 6 that sleeping while on duty is a misconduct as 
per the certified standing orders of the management 
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establishment. So the non-inclusion of the copy of the 
certified standing orders and addition of the reports in 
pages 194 and 195 in Ext. Ml file are not matters which 
affect the veracity of Ext. Ml enquiry file produced before 
court. Titus on going through the evidence available in Ex. 
Ml file and the findings of the enquiry officer in the enquiry 
report it can be found that the findings of the enquiry 
officer are based on evidence on record. Titus under these 
points it can be held that the enquiry' conducted through 
MW 1 is valid and proper and the findings of the enquiry 
officer are based on evidence on record. Points are 
answered accordingly. 

1 (). Point Nu. 3 and 3: As the punishment imposed 
on the workmen are with holding of annual increments 
with cumulative effect there is no scope for any interference 
b> this court in the matter of punishment by invoking 
section 11A of the Industrial Disputes Act thereby the 
workmen are not entitled to get any relief as per the 
reference. Points are answered accordingly. 

in the result, an award is passed finding that the 
action of the Management of M/s. Cochin Refineries 
Limited in composing the punishment of w ith holding 2 
annual increments with cumulative effect in respect of the 
workmen Sri. E. D. Gokulan Sri. K. Sridharanand Sri. K. 
Balakrishnan Pillai is justified and the workmen are not 
entitled to get any relief as per the reference. 

This award will take effect one month after its 
publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed 
and typed out by her. correct by nte and passed this the 
27th day of August. 2003. 

N. THULASIBAI, Presiding Officer. 

Emakulam. 

APPENDIX 

Witness Examined in the side of the Management:— 

MW 1—Sri. Thomas Pliilip. 

Wit ness examined on the side of the workman:—Nil 
Exhibits marked on the side of the Management:— 

Ext. M 1—Enquiry file. 

Exhibits marked on the side of the Workman:—Nil 

M fcvvft, 21 T4«=3R, 2003 

cfiT. an. 3423.—arfafwt, 1947 

(1947TM4) 17%^UI^, W4T *fto^to^|o 

>TTRT^-2 % TRTH (wlwi 9/2003 ) ^ 

TRfr f. ^ft 4,^4 20-11-2003 I 

[rio TTeT-20012/242/2002-an^.atR.(rii-1) ] 
bTt. bTL T^T, 3TRT 


New Delhi, the 21st November, 2003 

S.O.3423. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes, Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 9/2003) of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court II Dhanbad 
now : as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management ofBCCL 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 20-11-2003. 

[No. L-20012/242/2002-IR (C-l)] 
S. S. GUPTA. Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (No. 2) AT DHANBAD 
PRESENT 

Sliri B. Biswas. ' 

Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d)oftheI.D. Act.. 1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 9 OF 2003 

PARTIES : Employers in relation to the 

Management of Si jua Area of M/s. 
B .C.C.L. and their workmen. 

APPEARENCES: 

On behalf of the workman : Sliri U.N. Lull. 

Advocate. 

On behalf of the employers: Sliri D.KL Verma. 

Advocate. 

State: Jharkhand Industry : Coal. 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 27th October, 2003. 

AWARD 

Die Govt, of India, Ministry' of Labour in exercise of 
the powers conferred on them under Section I0(l)(d) of 
the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. L-20012/242/ 
2002-IR(C-I), dated, the 12th November, 2002. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Nichilpur 
Colliery of M/s. BCCL in dismissing Sri Tapcshwar 
Singh Pump Operator from the services of the 
company w.e.f. 21-6-2001 is justified? If not, to what 
relief is the concerned workman entitled.“ 

2. In course of hearing of the instant dispute both 
the parties appeared and filed a petition of settlement 
under their signature. I heard on the said petition of 
settlement and I find that the terms contained therein are 
fair, proper and in accordance with the principles of natural 
justice. Accordingly I accept the said settlement and pass 
an Award in terms thereof which forms part of the Aw ard 
as Annexure. 


B. BISWAS. Presiding Officer. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
CjOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2 DHANBAD. 

Ref./Case No. 9 of2003 
Order No. L-200/2/242/2002-DR (C-I) 

Dt. 124-2002. 

Parties : Employers relation to the Management of 
Mudidih Colliery' under Si jua Area of M/s 
BCCL. 

And 

Their workman 
Petition for settlement 

The Jt. petition of settlement on behalf of employer/ 
Management and their workman namely Tapeshwar Singh 
respectfully sweth :— 

1 That liic Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide their adjudication No. L-200/2/242/2002-IR (C-I) dated 
12 - II -2002 has been pleased to refer this dispute to the 
Hon blc Tribunal for adjudication on the issue contained 
in the following schedule:— 

Whether the action of the management of Nicliitpur 
Colliery of M/s. BCCL in dismissing Sri Tapeshwar Singh, 
Pump Operator from the services of the Company w.e.f. 
21 -0-2001 is justified? If not. to what relief is the concerned 
workmen entitled T 

2 That during the pendency of the dispute before 
the Hon blc Tribunal, the case was discussed out side the 
court and settled amicably with the Rastriya Colliery' 
Ma/.doorSangh. 

r That Sri Tapeshwar Singlt, Ex. Pump Operator, 
P No 02288256 was a permanent employee of Nichitpur 
Colliery He was transferred to Mudidih Colliery' 
alongyy iih three others vide office order No. GM/SA/ 
PD/F H)A/266/21)0l dated 15-3-2001. He yvas released 
vide office order No. N/PD//255/2001 dated 17/19-3- 
2001. In the meantime on the report of an incident 
which look place on 18-6-2001, the workman yvas 
discharged from services of the Company under clause 
28 ol the certified standing orders vide letter No. 1605 
dated 2 1-6-96. 

The Rastriya Colliery' Mazdoor Sangh had taken up 
the matter before the Management for his rc-instatcmcnt in 
service. The discussion yvcrc held on several dates and 
finally the matter resolved on the following terms & 
condition. 

TERMS OF SETTLEMENT 

!• That Sri Tapeshwar Singh. Ex. Pump Operator 
will be re-instated iu the same pay and scale of pay which 
he yvas druyving at the lime of his dismissal. 

2. That it is assured by the workman that there 
"'Quid not be any incident of any misconduct on his part in 


future also. 


3. That no wages would be payable to him fof the 
period of idleness w.e.f. 21 - 6-2001 till resumption o#t%ls 
duty. However, the said period would be treated as dfces- 
non for the purpose of payment of gratuity only a»4 no 
other consequential benefit. 

4. That the employee concerned shall discharge 
his duties with sincerity, devotion and loyahy for the best 
interest of the company. 

5. That the employee concerned shall abidtt by 
the Coal Mines Pension scheme 1998 and contribute 
thereof as per policy/applicability. 

6. That the instant settlement fully and finally 
resolve the dispute and the workman concerned shall not 
raise any dispute in the above matter at any forum and at 
any stage in future. 

7. That it has been agreed that the seven copies of 
the settlement will be filed before the Hon’ble Tribunal and 
the Hon’blc Presiding Officer shall be prayed for passing 
an award in terms of settlement. 


That in view' of the above settlement, the Honfcle 
Tribunal may graciously be pleased to pass an award 
accordingly. 


Signature of the parties 


Representing management 
1 - Chi ef Gen era 1 Manager 
Sijua Aral 

2. Dy. C.P.M. 

Sijua Area 

3. P.M.(1.R.) 

Sijua Area 
Witnesses:— 


Presenting workman 

1 DP.LaU 
Working President, RCMS 
2. C.M. Shamia 
Area President, RCMS 
' Tapeshwar Singh 

Ex Pump Operator 


(1) fd^ryinf 

(2) IlHMld TOK 


^ 21 -MMi, 2003 


31T. 3424.—did] Pi<+< fqqu; 1947 
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% ql-q, d d 1 dHh 4 > d 

187/98) "4rt 'STqilfdu ^fl t, dt 7TT47R 

20-11-2003 *tT | 


[ do TiyT-30012/84/973TR ( dt-1) ] 

im. tm. rifim 

New Delhi, the 21st November. 2003 

S.O. 3424.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes, Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 


3648 G1/03-5 
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Government hereby publishes Seaward (Ref. No. 187/98) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of ONGC Ltd. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 20-11-2003. 

[No. L-30012/84/-97-IR (C-l)] 
S. S. GUPTA, UnderSecy. 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR-COURT, NEW DELHI 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI BADRI NIWAS PANDEY 
l.D. No. 187/98 

Shri Ramesh Kumar S/o Mohan Lai, Workman 

C/o Shri B.D.Tyagi. 16-A, RajpurRoad, 

Dehradim. 

Versus 

Tlie Managing Director, Management 

Oil & Natural Gas Commission Ltd., 

Tel Bhawan, Dehradun. 

AWARD 

The Central Govt, in the Ministiy of Labour vide its 
Order No. L-30t)12/84/97-IR(C-l) dated 27-8-1998 has 
referred the following industrial dispute to this tribunal for 
adjudication: 

‘Whether the action of the management of ONGC 
Ltd. in terminating the services of Shri Ramesh Kumar 
w; c f. 1-1 -94 is just, fair and legal ? If not, what relief 
he is entitled to ?" 

2. The case is fixed for issues/hearing. None is 
present on cither side. On persual of the file it transpires 
that the workman has not appearing for the last several 
dates after filing claim statement. It shows deliberate 
absence of the workman. 

3 Hence 'No Dispute Award' is given. 

BADRI NIWAS PANDEY, Presiding Officer 
1^#, 24 WSR, 2003 

cfTT. 3tT. 3425.—ahrilPufi fans stfafwr, 1947 
(1947 14) SJTCI 17% 

4)rf 

sfjsN 3 sfnatte fans. 3 %%fa *k<*k afratfw 

■iw/RFTTcFT % riw(-?Mwn 732/2001) 
%r y+lfel<1 ^4 UUbK%t 21-11-2003 

«ni 

[rio 1^-12012/186/99-3n£3TR. (%-II)] 
TTIOT, 

New Delhi, the 24th November, 2003 
S.O. 3425.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 


Government hereby publishes the AwardRef. 732/2001 of 
the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court. 
Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between tlie management of Indian Bank and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 21 -11 -2003. 

[No. L-12012/186/1999-IR (B-0)| 
C. GANGADHARAN. UnderSecy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 16th October, 2003 

PRESENT: 

Shri. K. Jayaraman, 

Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 732 /2001 
(Tamil Nadu Principal Labour Court CGID. No. 382/99) 

(In tlie matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 
2(A) of Section 10 of tlie Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of Indian Bank and their 
workman) 

BETWEEN: 

The General Secretary, : I Party/Claimant 

Indian Bank Employees Union 
AND 

The General Manager II Pariy/Manageinent 

Indian Bank, Z.O., Chennai. 

APPEARANCE: 

For tlie Claimant :Mr. K. J. Arunachalam, 

Authorised Representative 

Fortlie Management : M/s. Aiyar&Dolia 

£ri N. Krishnakumar, Advocates 

AWARD 

Tlie Central Government, Ministiy' of Labour vide 
Notification No. L-12012/l86/99/IR(B-II) dated 30-11-1999 
has earlier referred this industrial dispute to Tamil Nadu 
Principal Labour Court, Chennai for adjudication. Tlie Tamil 
Nadu Principal Labour Court has taken tlie same on its file 
as l.D. 382/99 and after the constitution of this Central 
Government Industrial-cum-Labour Court, the said 
industrial dispute was transferred to this tribunal and on 
receipt of the records, it was numbered as l.D. No. 732/ 
2001 The dispute referred by the Government in the 
schedule is hereunder:— 

“Whether tlie action of the management on 
terminating/discontinuing the service of Sri 
K.Partheeban is legal and j ustified? If not, what relief 
is tlie disputant concerned entitled to?” 
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2. After numbering the industrial dispute, this Court 
lias issued notices to both sides and both the parties 
entered appearance tlirough their authorised representative 
and advocate respectively and they have filed their 
respective statements. On the side of the I Party, the 
concerned workman was examined as WWl and six 
documents were marked as Ex.Wl to W6 and on the side of 
die II Partv/Management no one was examined as a witness 
and five documents were marked as Ex. Ml to M5. 

3 The a 11 egations made in the Claim Statement of 
the Petitioner Union are as follows:— 

The Petitioner espousing the cause of tire concerned 
workman in this industrial dispute Sri K. Partheeban, who 
w as initially engaged as a temporary sub-staff on 27-04-93 
at Tirupporur branch of the Respondent/Bank. He was 
continuously engaged as such till the date of his 
termination on 26-5-1994 and lie worked for a total number 
of 246 days. Further, the concerned workman Sri K. 
Partheeban has also registered his name with the 
Employment Exchange at Kanjeepuram. Therefore, the 
concerned workman s claim is well within the purview of 
subsisting legally binding settlement arrived at under the 
provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 in the matter of 
regularisation of temporary employees into permanent sub¬ 
staff cadre. Therefore, the termination of service of tire 
concerned employee amounts to retrenchment and non- 
compliance of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947, and therefore, it vitiates the order of termination! 
Therefore, the termination of the serv ices of Sri K. 
Partheeban without notice is in violation of para 522(4) of 
Sastry Award. Hence, the Petitioner Union prays that an 
Award may be passed in favour of the concerned employee 
Sri K. Partheeban. 

4 In answer to this statement, the Respondent/ 
Management in their Counter Statement contended that 
the engagement of the concerned employee was only on 
day to day basis/casual basis and that too without the 
permission an<J approval of the competent authority and 
against the existing selection procedure/guidelines. The 
concerned employee was never kept in the panel of 
temporary sub-staff. The procedure to be followed for 
einpanelment of temporary sub-staff is— (i) that he should 
be sponsored through Employment Exchange irrespective 
of the nature and duration of engagement: (ii) he should 
possess requisite educational qualification, (iii) he should 
be minimum of 18 years and not exceeding 23 years of age; 
(iv) he should be selected by an interview committee at 
Regional level , and (v) that selection should be approved 
by Zonal level It is not true to say that the concerned 
employee worked more titan 246 days. Even assuming that 
he has worked, it has no relevance and the same w ill not 
confer any right to the employee. Further, his registration 
with the Employment Exchange athis Instance will also not 
confer any right. It is false to allege that Section 25F 
attracted in this case. Further, Sastri Award has no 


application in this case. Hence, the Respondent prays that 
the claim is to be dismissed with costs. 1 

5. Again, the Petitioner Union in the rejoinder 
statement has contended as follows 

The Respondent/Management after having engaged 
the services of tire concerned workman against the 
permanent vacancy, cannot now contend that his 
engagement was not approved by tire competent autlwiity. 
Even after various circulars issued by the Govt, tlie 
management entered into a settlement with the Union frith 
respect to temporary sub-staff einpanelment, thereby agreed 
to waive the sponsorship through Employment Exchange. 
Therefore, the Respondent is estopped from contending 
that the concerned workman w as not sponsored tlirolugh 
Employment Exchange. Therefore, for all these reasons, 
the Petitioner Union contended that the action of the 
Respondent/Bank in disengaging the concerned employee 
is clearly illegal and pray that tliis claim may be allow ed. 

6. In these circumstances, the points t for 
determination in tliis case are as follow's : — 

(i) " Whether the action of the management of Indian 

Bank in terminating /discontinuing the services of 

Sri K.Paitlieeban is legal and justified? 

(ii) "To what relief the concerned workman is 

entitled?” 

7. Point No. 1:— 

In this case, the contention of the Petitioner Union, 
which has espoused the cause of the concerned workman 
Sri K. Partheeban is that after having engaged the sen ices 
of Sri K. Partheeban as sub-staff from 27-04-1993. the 
Respondent/Bank cannot now contend that his 
engagement was not approv ed by the competent authority, 
not legal and so on. Further, it is the contention of the 
Petitioner Union that Sri K.Partheeban was engaged 
continuously from . 27-4-1993 and he has w orked in the 
Respondent/Bank for more than 246 days. He was p*id 
wages for that period and therefore, his services wire 
regular in nature and not to meet the exigencies of the bank 
of any particular period as alleged by the Respondent/ 
Bank. To substantiate their claim, on behalf of the Petitioner 
Union six documents namely Ex. W1 to W6 were marked 
and the concerned employee w as examined as W W1. Ex. W6 
is the particulars of temporary engagement of Sri 
K.Partheeban in die Respondent/Bank branch. Ex.W2 is 
the transfer certificate issued by the Govt. High Schools 
Govindavadi. Ex.Wl is the xerox copy of the identify/ 
registration card given by the Employment Exchange. Ex. 
W3 and W4 are the letters sent by the concerned employee 
and the Petitioner Union to Assistant Labour Commissioner 
(Central). Chennai. Ex.W5 is the particulars of the concerned 
w orkman Sri K. Partheeban. It is contended on behalf of 
the Petitioner that the concerned employee w as examined 
as WWl and he lias produced documents Ex. W1 to WT> 
and as against his oral and documentary evidence, tile 
Respondent/Bank has not let in any contra evidence except 
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the circulars issued by the Central Govt, and also the 
circulars issued by the Zonal Office to Respondent/Bank 
branches. It is the further contention of the Petitioner that 
the Respondent/Bank in all the cases contended that the 
temporary employee was not sponsored by the 
Employment Exchange and he is trying to get into the bank 
at back door entry and this should notbe allowed to contend 
because the very engagement of the concerned temporary 
staff was by the Respondent/Bank officers’ and they after 
utilising the services of the concerned workman cannot 
turn around and say that his engagement is not sponsored 
by Employment Exchange or not approved by the 
concerned authorities. Further, on behalf of the Petitioner, 
it was contended that item 10 of the Schedule 5 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 categorically states that to 
employ workmen as casuals for years with an object to 
depriving them as status of permanent workmen is an unfair 
labour practice and therefore, the Respondent/Bank in this 
case committed an unfair labour practice as enshrined in 
the Schedule 5 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and 
therefore, their contention should not be allowed. 

8 On behalf of the Respondent/Management, itis 
contended that it is false to alleged that Sri K.Partheeban 
was engaged as temporary sub-staff from 27-04-1993 at 
Tiruporur branch. On the other hand, his engagement was 
on needs and intermittently on casual basis. Further, his 
engagement was only on day to day/casual basis and that 
too by the Branch Manager of Tiruporur branch without 
any permission and approval of the competent authority. It 
is the further contention of the Respondent that the 
Respondent/Bank was maintaining a panel of temporary 
employees list and whenever any leave vacancy arises, 
persons from the temporary panel was engaged, but the 
said Sri K. Paitlieeban was never in the said panel and 
therefore, he cannot claim any right for permanent 
appointment. On belialf of the Respondent, it is contended 
that the Central Govt, under whose control the Respondent/ 
Bank is functioning has issued circulars that no person 
should be engaged irrespective of the capacity either 
permanent or temporary without being duly sponsored by 
Employment Exchange and to establish this fact, they have 
lilcd five documents which were marked as Ex.Ml to M5. 
Ex. Ml and M3 are Government of India instructions issued 
on 30-09-78 and 16-08-90 respectively. Ex. M5 is the RBI 
instructions issued on 26-06-1996. It is the further 
contention of the Respondent that a settlement was entered 
into between the Petitioner Union and the management 
of Respondent/Bank on 6-7-92 with regard to temporary/ 
casual employees engaged in the leave vacancies and the 
copy of the said settlement was marked as Ex. M4 and that 
settlement pertains to those such casual employees 
employed during the period between 1-1-82 and 31-12-89 
as one time measure ;md lor a specific purpose and specific 
periodoftime. In this case, the concerned employee namely 
Sri K. Parlhccban was never utilised by the Respondent/ 
Bank during (lie said period and therefore, Sri K. Partheeban 
is not eligible to be included in the empanelment of tire 
temporary employee ;urd they further contended that initial 


appointment of Sri K. Partheeban itself was unauthorised 
without permission of the concerned authorities and 
therefore, his temporary appointment is by back door 
entrance and therefore, he caimotbe made permanent. For 
this, they relied on 1999 II LLJ 1173 in the case of 
CALCUTTA TRAMWAYS COMPANY (1978) LTD. & 
ORS. Vs. RAMESH AND 17 OTHERS and another 
Authority reported in 2003II LLJ 948 UNION OF INDIA 
Vs. LEKH RAJ AND OTHERS, wherein, it was observed 
that "appointment to a permanent service must be made in 
terms of recruitment rales. For that purpose, there must 
existence of the vacancy. Aperson appointed through back 
door i.e. not in conformity with the rales could not claim 

permanency in service.if the initial appointment 

was illegal on account of not following the procedure for 
appointment, the incumbent obtaining appointment 
without following the procedure cannot claim as a matter 
of right to be regularised.” Further, the Respondent placed 
reliance in the case reported in 1997II LLJ 331 UNION OF 
INDIA Vs. BISHAMBER DUTT, wherein the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court has held that “unless a person is 
appointment on regular basis according to rales after 
consideration of the claims on merits, there is no question 
of regularisation of his service” Further, they have relied 
on the judgement of Hon’ble Supreme Court reported in 
AIR 1994 SC 1638 in the case of MADHYAM1K SIKSHA 
PAR1SHADU.P. Vs. ANIL KUMAR MISHRA & OTHERS 
as reported in AIR 1994 SC 1638, wherein the Supreme 

Court has held that “.there were, no sanctioned 

posts in existence to which they could be said to have 
been appointed. The assignment was on ad-hoc one which 
anticipatedly spent itself out. It is difficult to envisage for 
them the status of workmen on the analogy of provisions 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 importing the incidents of 

completing of240 days work.the completion of 240 

days work does not under that law import the right to 
regularisation.” 

Therefore, it is argued on behalf of the Respondent 
that to regularise a temporary staff, it should be only 
according to rales and regulations. 

9. But, on the other hand, on behalf of the Petitioner, 
it is contended that it is not correct to say that Sri K. 
Partheeban was engaged intermittently and for need based 
situations, but he was engaged continuously in Tiruporur 
branch of the Respondent/Bank and further, the 
Respondent/Bank having utilised the services of Sri 
K.Partheeban for a long and continuous period they are 
now estopped from contending that Sri K. Partheeban was 
not sponsored by theEmployment Exchange or that he did 
not undergo the selection process as contemplated under 
the rules and regulations. It is the further contention of the 
Petitioner Union that even after the so called circulars of 
the Govt., the bank has entered into settlement with the 
workmen as per the Industrial Disputes Act under Section 
12(3) for the engagement of various sub-staff in the 
respondent/bank. Therefore, it is futile to contend that no 
temporary sub-staff can be regularised, who were not 
sponsored by the Employment Exchange. 
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10 . But, I find there is no substance in the contention 
of the Petitioner Union because even in Ex. M4, it is 
mentioned that it was mutually agreed by the Union and 
also the Management to consider those persons, who were 
engaged without being sponsored by Employment 
Exchange worked during the period of 1-1-82 to 31-12-89 as 
a one time measure and therefore, in pursuant to the Govt, 
guidelines to Public Sector Banks, the Respondent/Bank 
is not entitled to appoint a person, who worked as casual 
on regular basis. Further, the Government of India through 
its circulars clearly stated that no person should be 
appointed to any post in a nationalised bank not being 
sponsored through Employment Exchange. In this case, 
the Petitioner Union has not shown that such temporary 
employment was made by any settlement or such temporary 
employees are entitled to be regularised by mutual 
agreement. Under such circumstances, it cannot be 
contended that the temporary appointment of Sri 
K Partheeban can be regularised by the Respondent/ 
Management. Further, the decisions relied on by the 
Respondent clearly stated that such temporary employment 
are illegal and they cannot be regularised as they requested. 
Therefore, the concerned employee namely Sri 
K. Partheeban, who worked as a casual worker, has no right 
to claim permanent employment, though he worked for a 
long period intermittently. In view of the above' I find this 
point against the Petitioner. 

11. The next point to be decided in this case is to 
what relief the concerned workman is entitled? 

In view of my foregoing findings, the action of the 
management of Indian Bank in terminating/discontinuing 
the services of the concerned workman Sri K.Partheeban is 
legal. Hence, I find the concerned employee Sri 
K.Partheeban is not entitled to any relief. Ordered 
accordingly. No Costs. 

12. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected.and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 16th October, 2003.) 

K. JAY ARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Wimesses Examined 

For the I Party /Claimant WW1 Sri K. Partheeban 

For the II Party/Management : None 
Documents Marked:— 

For the I Party/Claimant:- 
Ex.No. Date Description 

WI Nil Xerox copy of the Employment Exchange 

registration Card of the concerned 
workman 

W2 Ni 1 Xerox copy of the transfer certificate of 

the concerned workman 

W3 20-8-98 Xerox copy of the letter from the 
concerned workman to Assistant 
Labour Commissioner (Central) raising 
Industrial dispute 


W4 04-1-99 Xerox copy of the reply filed by the 
Union before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central) 

W5 Ml Xerox copy of the particulars pertaining 

to the concemedW orkman submitted to 
the bank. 

W6 Ml Statement of temporary engagement of 

Petitioner. 

For the II Party/Management 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml 30-9-78 Xerox copy of the letter from Ministry of 

Finance to All the Heads of Banks and 
financial institutions regarding 
Recruitment of sub staff in public sector 
banks. 

M2 04-3-83 Xerox copy of the circular issued by 
Personnel Deptt. To all branches of 
Indian Bank regarding engagement of 
persons during leave vacancies of 
substaff. 

M3 16-8-90 Xerox copy of the letter from Ministry 

of Finance to All the Chief Executives 
of Banks regarding Recruitment and 
absorption of temporary sub-staff in 
public sector banks. 

M4 6-7-92 Xerox copy of the memorandum of 
settlement under section 12(3) entered 
into between the Respondent/ 
Management and Petitioner Union 
regarding persons engaged in leave 
vacancies of sub-staff. 

M5 26-6-96 Xerox copy of the letter issued by 
Reserve Bank of India to the Chairman, 
Indian Bank regarding Achievement of 
capital adequacy ratio of 8 percent. 

fqyvli, 24 poR^R, 2003 

MR. 3F. 3426.—SthhfhMT fqqK Mfsrfwt, 1947 

(1947MP14) Mr! *TRT17 % '4, MMfiR T^R 

wt% w(tMwni5^ 

22, 572, 588, 589, 599, 609, 610, 613—618, 742, 747/2001, 

5, 7, 1 7 ^ 22/2002 ) qft ;£K«hU 

21 -11 - 2003 MTt TTTMT *TT I 

[77o TJcM 1012/24 29/1999-3 ?t£3TR. (TRT)] 

[Mo 1^-11012/2, 10, 9, 7, 51, 52/2001 3fflf.3?R.(TpT)] 

[ Mo 11012/26 £ 29/2001 -3TT£ ( PR ) ] 

[Mo -qyt-11012/33, 34, 35/2001 -3TT£3TR.(PM) ] 
[Mo TTcT-11012/ 44, 45, 48/2001 -3T^.3TR.(tTtf) ] 
[Mo T^r-11012/59 $ 63/2001-3TT^,3TR( PR) 1 
[Mo Tlct-11012/64/2001 -3n£3TR.(PR) 1 
Mt. PM- 3RR Mf^M 
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New Delhi, the 24th November, 2003 

S.O. 3426.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. Nos. 15 to 22,572,588,589,599,609,610,613,618,742,747/2001,5,7,17 to 22/2002) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of Airport Authority oflndia and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 21-11-2003. 


ANNEXURE 


[ No. L-l 1012/24 to 29/99-IR(M) 
L-l 1012/2,10,9,7,51j 52/2001-IR(M) 
L-l 1012/26 to 29/2001-IR(M) 
L-l 1012/33,34,35/2001-IR](M) 
L-l 101^/44,45,48/2001-IR(M) 
L-l 1012/5 9 to 63/2001-IR(M) 
L-l 1012/64/2001-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Undo’ Secretary. 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAIXTJM-LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Monday, the 29th September, 20003' 

Present: K. JAYARAMAN, 

Presiding Officer 

[In the matter of the dispute for adiudication under clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the workmen and the Management of Airport Authority of 
India (IAD) Chennai Airport] 


S. I D. No. 

No. 

TN1D No. 

Reference No 

& Date 

Name of the 

I Party 

S/Shri 

Name of the 

II Party 

Appearance 

For 

Workman 

Appearance 

for 

Respondent 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1. 15/2001 

14/2000 

L-11012/24/99/IR(M) 

Dt- 24-01-2000 

Y. Swamivelu 

Airport 

Authority of 
lndia(IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

M/s. 

Lawrence & 

S. Sampath 

Kumar, 

Advocates 

Mr- V.S.R. 

Hanu Babu 

Koka, 

Advocate 

2. 16/2001 

16/2000 

L-11012/2 5/99/IR(M) 

Dt. 24-01-2000 

V.K.Rajendran 

Airport 

Authority of 
lndia(IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

-do- 

-do- 

3. 17/2001 

12/2000 

L-110I2/26/99/IR(M) 

Dt. 24-01-2000 

S.Vijayan 

Airport 

Authority of 
India(lAD). 
Chennai Airport 

•do- 

-do- 

4. 18/2001 

17/2000 

L-l 1012/27/99/IR(M) 

Dt. 24-01-2000 

M.Suresh 

Airport 

Authority of 
India(IAD), 
/Chennai Airport 

-do- 

-do- 

5. 19/2001 

15/2000 

L-11012/28/99/lR(M) 
Dt. 24-01-2000 

G.Venkateswarulu . 

i 

ft irport 

Authority of 
India(IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

-do- 

-do* 

6. 20/2001 

13/2000 

L-11012/29/99/IR(M) 

Dt. 24-01-/2.000 

A. Ravi 

Airport 

Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

- do - 

-do- 
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1 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

7. 572/2001 

— 

L-l 1012/2/2001/IR 
(M) Dt.30-03-2001 

S.Chandra 

Sekaran 

Airport 

Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

M/s. Lawrence 
& S. Sampath 
Kumar, 
Advocate 

Mr. V.S.R. 
Hanubabu 
Koka, 
Advocate 

8. 588/2001 


L-11012/10/2001/IR 
(M) Dt.08-06-2001 

V. Subbash 

Airport Director, 
Airport 

Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

-do- 

-do- 

9. 589/2001 


L-l 1012/9/2001/IR 
(M) Dt.08-06-2001 

N.Murugan 

Airport Director, 
Airport 

Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

-do- 

-do- 

10. 599/2001 


L-l 1012/7/2001/IR 
(M) Dt.03-08-2001 

G.Gnana 

Prakasam 

Airport Director, 
Airport 

Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

-do- 

-do- 

11. 609/2001 


L-l 1012/51/2001/IR 
(M) Dt.23-08-2001 

P. Raja 

Airport Director, 
Airport 

Authority of 
India(IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

-do- 

-do- 

12. 610/2001 


L-11012/52/2001/IR 
(M) Dt.23-08-2001 

N. Ravikumar 

Airport Director, 
Airport 

Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

-do- 

-do- 

13. 613/2001 


L-l 1012/26/2001/IR 
(M) Dt.23-08-2001 

G. Selvaraj 

Airport Director, 
Airport 

Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

-do- 

-do- 

14. 614/2001 


L-11012/27/2001/IR 
(M) Dt.23-08-2001 

Smt. Rukumani 

Airport Director, 
Airport 

Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

-do- 

-do- 

15. 615/2001 


L-l 1012/28/2001/IR 
(M) Dt.23-08-2001 

Smt. K. Shanthi 

Airport Director, 
Airport 

Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

-do- 

-do- 

16. 616/2001 


L-l 1012/29/2001/IR 
(M) Dt. 23-08-2001 

Smt. A. Arulmary 

Airport Director, 
Airport 

Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

-do- 

-do- 

17. 617/2001 


L-l 1012/33/2001/IR 
(M) Dt. 23-08-2001 

Smt. K ad her bee 

Airport Director, 
Airport 

Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

-do- 

-do- 
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1 2 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

18. 618/2001 — 

L-l 1012/3 5/2001/IR 
(M) Dt. 23-08-2001 

Ch. Malyadri 

Airport Director, 
Airport 

Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

-do- 

-do- 

19. 742/2001 — 

L-l 1012/34/2001/IR 
(M) Dt. 31-10-2001 

K. Rajendran 

Airport Director, 
Airport 

Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

-do- 

-do- 

20. 747/2001 — 

L-l 1012/45/2001 /IR 
(M) Dt.20.12.2001 

Ms. Premkumar 

Airport Director, 
Airport 

Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

-do- 

A. J. Jawad, 

R. J. Kannan 
& V. Logesh 
Kumar, 

Advocates 

21. 5/2002 — 

L-l 1012/45/2001/IR 
(M) Dt. 20-12-2001 

Ms. Indira 

Airport Director, 
Airport 

Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

M/s. 

Lwrence & 

S. Sampath 

Kumar, 

Advocates 

Mr. V. S. R. 

Hanu Babu 

Koka, 

Advocate 

22. 7/2002 — 

L-l 1012/44/2001/IR 
(M) Dt. 4-01-2002 

M. Premmath 

Airport Director, 
Airport 

Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

R. Lawrence 
Advocate 

Mr. V. S. R. 

Hanu Babu 

Koka, 

Advocate 

23. 17/2002 — 

L-l 1012/60/2001/IR 
(M) Dt. 6-02-2002 

J. Selvakumar 

International 

Airport 

Division, Airport 
Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

M/s. 

Lawrence & 

S. Sampath 

Kumar, 

Advocates 

Mr. V. S. R 

Hanu Babu 

Koka, 

Advocate 

24. 18/2002 — 

L-l 1012/59/2001/IR 
(M) Dt. 06-02-2002 

Smt. R.Chandra 

International 

Airport 

Division, Airport 
Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

M/s. 

Lawrence & 

S. Sampath 

Kumar, 

Advocates 

Mr. V. S. R 

Hanu Babu 

Koka, 

Advocate 

25. 19/2002 — 

L-11012/61/2001/IR 
(M) Dt. 06-02-2002 

V. Devarajan 

International 

Airport 

Division, Airport 
Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

R. Lawrence 
& K. Vel 
Murugan, 
Advocates 

A. J. Jawad, 

R. J. Kannan 
& V. Logesh 
Kumar, 

Advocates 

26. 20/2002 — 

L-l 1012/64/2001/IR 
(M) Dt. 11-02-2002 

M. Varathan 

International 

Airport 

Division, Airport 
Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

R. Lawrence 
& K. Vel 
Murugan, 
Advocates 

A. J. Jawad, 

R. J. Kannan 
& V. Logesh 
Kumar 

Advocates 

27. 21/2002 — 

L-l 1012/62/2001/IR 
(M) Dt. 11-02-2002 

R. Ethiraj 

Internationa] 

Airport 

Division, Airport 
Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

R. Lawrence 
& K. Vet 
Murugan, 
Advocates 

A. J. Jawad, 

R. J. Kannan 
& V. Logesh 
Kumar, 
Advocates 

28. 22/2002 — 

L-l 1012/63/2001/IR 
(M) Dt. 11-02-2002 

Ms. Jayanthi 

International 

Airport 

Division, Airport 
Authority of 

India (IAD), 
Chennai Airport 

R. Lawrence 
& K. Vel 
Murugan, 
Advocates 

A. J. Jawad, 

R. J. Kannan 

6f. V. Logesh 

Kumar, 

Advocates 





ID. 15/2001; 

Lab0llr “ exercise of 

SSS« s 

Whether the alleged termination and non- 
mpovment of Sri. Y. Swamivelu by the Ajnioit 
Authority of Indiat (lAD) is legal and justifi^" 
t, o what relief is the workman entitled?” 

constitution of this Cenolir^' Se<|Uen " y af,er *e 
cum LabomnZ Goven " na “ Tribunal 

On rewhZf ^ to this Tribunal 

... iSssssS" 5 ™-" 

si,™.;,” 

e permanent by the Respondent, while the Petition 

5=S5£==»e£ 

J R a*'lM^^^H n ^“ y ‘ hse 

£—=£==£==« 

Petitioner s representation before the Labour Officer 

onciliauon. (Central) has not fructified any resuh Henm 
le . P rays lha ' •*>* Tribunal to pass anT^a"^; 
M~m m ° f ' he Pe,i,i °" er in ,he R “Pondent/ 

or oZa’d hn h ' 1,16 Respondent either casual, temporary 
Act wm tT f ^.'"erefore, the Indnslrial DispZ 
Act will not apply t0 him. Only those employees whose 
services were utilised by the Respondent through 
contractors were regularised, as per the direction of the 

.hTrt, me 0011,1 Vlde onfcr <toed6.12.1996. Hence, it prays 
that the petition may be dismissed with costs. y 

that nnl v “ ther ?‘ y S,atement > ^ Petitioner averred 

that only after perusing therecoids. the Government referred 
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* e P~ ee ‘^« as .^dow n und^^on^Cd°MGrf 

the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 TUo d . 

?shs=K2EE!S=s» 


isIiahlet lp °^ atl0n S **** <hc]Re ^deat/Management 

petitioner - he *5 L " 

«nnfJ!i* FOr i 1 ^ **“ Respondait l ™s filed a reply siatement 

£sa=f 

Claim *° Ws ^P 0 * 111111 ^ m the 

Re< _ ‘ ^ m *** statement. Therefore the 

Respondent preys that the petition maybe dis^S 

6. The points for my determination are_ 

° ** J dCmand of <** ™*man for 

ofAiroort Semcebythc management 

Airport Authonty of India is justified? 

n) To what relief, the workman is entitled?” 

ID. 16/2001 

N ° L " 1 RN 2/25/99/nt(M) <Jed 
*° the Tanul Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, 


managemott of Airport Authority ol 
If not to what relief he is entitled?’ 

D No^ 6/^y ribUnal J laS numbered ** reference as L 
D. No 16/2000 on its file. But, subsequently after the 

hitionofthis Central Government Industrial Tribunal 
m Labour Court, the case was transferred to this Tribunal. 


3648 GJ/03-6 
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™EGAZEm ====== = = 7 = ^^^nU. eC lai«n Statement of 

ie order of reference from iheTarmlNadn (PaIty/Petiti oner arebriefly as follows 

Tvivnmnl the case has been tak cervices of the 


OnrecelplofUreoMerof^^^t tel 

Slate Industrial Tribunal, andaflernoticeslo 

? 0 ^e\“^«t^counse, r .«cd ^ 

their Oalm'sutemeriL Counter Statement and also reply his 

rea 

statements. 

2 Tlieaverments made in the Claim Statement of the q 

l partv/Petitioner are brielly as follows:- 

Th „ Petitioner entered into the services of the ^ 

^ i o or as sweeper and was carrying on his 

Respondent on 4-9-96 as sweep^ an n0 St 

work, -n l’ e 'vas 

reasonable cause or exc i e ss the same as made in the ra 

of the Petitioner are '“ e or less *e same 
Claim Statement filedml. D. No. 15/2001. 

j. The Respondent in Urn Counter Statement to 

raised the same alleganons as ““ 

Counter Statement filed I D. No. 15/2001. 

, Cimitarlv die PeUtioner in the reply statement has 
raised Ute same allegations as made, inthe reply statemen 
filed in I D. No. 15/2001. 

5. The points for my determination are - 

frt Whether the demand of Ihc wodtman Sn V.K- 
n-.irndraii for regularisation of his service by 
the managemart ofAitpor, Authority of India is 
justified? 

(ii) To what relief, the workman is entitled?” I D. 

No. 17/2001:— 

The Gov. of India, Labour Ministry ta^ejseof 

luis referred \ HH2/26/99/TR(M)dated 
Tamil Nadu State Indnstiial Tribunal, 

Chennai — 

■Whether the demand ofthewodtman Sri S-Vj^n 

for regularisation of lusserviceby the management 

of Airport Authority of India is jnshfled? If not to 
what relief he is entitled? 

The said Tribunal to numbered the rcferenceas 

in No 12/2000 on its file. But, subsbqnenty after the 

SsSTk 

statements. 


UK. 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
The gepet was carrymg on 

Respotomt on 15^0 9 ^ employtnent {or no 

his work, till he was o y the allegations 

reasonable cause or excu “- madlti. rite 

of the Petitioner are more or^ti*sam 

Oaim Statement filed m I D. No- 

3 . 

raised die same aUe^uons ^ raised m 
Statement ffledin ID. No. 15/2001 

, similarly the Pedtionerinthereply statement 

^“^nsasmadeintiierepiystatemen. 

filed in I D. No d5/2001 

5. Thepointsformy determination are 

ffl “Whether the demand of the workman Sri 

® Wforregnlarisationofhissavrcebytim 

management of Airport Authority of India 
justified? 

© To what relief, the woikman is entitled?” 

ID. No. 18/2001: 

P° wers —Dispute Act, 1947 
section2(A)tf Sectio mdas trtal dispute for 

has furred the foil ® uon/27W9/IR( M) dated 

?amil Nadu State industtial Tribunal, 

Chennai.— 

“Whetherthe demand of the workman Sn M. Suresn 

: f^^onofhisservicebytomtogemem 

I „f Airport Authority of India is justified? If not to 

r what relief he is entit led? 

1 The saidTribunal has numbered the referetojtflDNa 

I, __ nio Rut subsequently after theconstitnhon of 


Ihe case was °^^ TaI ^ Na du Suae Industrial Tribunal. 

ordffoftrferencefiomtoTamuNaau m , D . 

Statement and also reply statements. 

CMtpmPflt nf thC 


Statement and also reply statements. 

2. The averments made in the Claim Statement of the 
1 Paity/Petitioner arebriefly as follows: 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 

SSSSSs 

madeinthedaimStatementfiledmlD. No. 15/20 
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3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed in ID. No. 15/2001. 

4. Similarly, the Petitioner in the reply statement has 
raised the same allegations as made in the reply statement 
filedinl.D. No. 15/2001. 

5 . The points for my determination are - 

(i) “Whether the demand of the workman Sri M. 
Suresh for regularisation of his service by the 
management of Airport Authority of India is 
justified? 

(ii) To what relief, the workman is entitled?” 

1. D. No. 19/2001:— 

The Govt, of India, Labour Ministry in exercise of 
powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and 
Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute 
Act, 1947 has referred the following industrial dispute 
for adjudication vide Order No. L-11012/28/99/IR(M) 
dated 24-01-20CK) to tire Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, 
Chennai:— 

“Whether the demand of the workman Sri G. 
Venkateswamlu for regularisation of his service by the 
management of Airport Authority of India is justified ? If 
not to what relief he is entitled?” 

The said Tribunal has numbered tire reference as 
I D No. 15/2000 on its file. But, subsequently after the 
constitution of this Central Government Industrial Tribunal 
cum Labour Court, the case was transferred to this Tribunal. 
On receipt of the order of reference from the Tamil Nadu 
State Industrial Tribunal, the case has been taken on the 
file of tliis Tribunal as I.D. No. 19/200 land after notices to 
the parties, they appeared through their counsel and filed 
their Claim Statement, Counter Statement and also reply 
statements. 

2. Tlie av erments made in the Claim Statement of 
the I Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 8-3-96 as sweeper and was carrying on his 
work, till he was orally refused employment for no reasonable 
cause or excuse . In other respect, the allegations of the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement are more or less the same 
as made in the Claim Statement filed in I. D. No. 15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed in I. D. No. 15/2001. 

4. Similarly, the Petitioner in the reply statement has 
raised the same allegations as made in the reply statement 
filed ini. D. No. 15/2001. 


5. The points for my determination are:— 

i) “Whether the demand of the workman Sri G. 
Venkatcswaiulu for regularisation of his service by the 
management of Airport Authority of India is justified? 

(ii) To what relief, the workman is entitled ?” 

I.D. No. 20/2001:— 

The Govt, of India, Labour Ministry in exercise of 
powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and 
Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute 
Act, 1947 has referred the following industrial dispute 
for adjudication vide Order No. L-11012/29/99/IR(M) 
dated 24-01-2000 to the Tamil Nadu State Industrial 
Tribunal, Chennai:— 

“Whether the demand of the workman Sri A. Ravi for 
regularisation of his service by the management of Airport 
Authority of India is justified? If not to what relief he is 
entitled ?” 

The said Tribunal has numbered the reference as 
I D. No. 13/2000 on its file. But, subsequently after the 
constitution of this Central Government Industrial Tribunal 
cum Labour Court, the case was transferred to this Tribunal. 
On receipt of the order of reference from the Tamil Nadu 
State Industrial Tribunal, the case has been taken on the 
file of this Tribunal as I.D. No. 20/2001 and after notices to 
the parties, they appeared through their counsel and filed 
their Claim Statement, Counter Statement and also reply 
statements. 

2. The averments made in the Claim Statement of the 
I Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 1-5-94 as sweqper and was carrying on his 
work, till he was orally refused employment for no reasonable 
cause or excuse . In other respect, the allegations of die 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement are more or less the same 
as made in the Claim Statement filed in I.D. No. 15/2001. 

X The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed in I.D. No. 15/2001. 

4. Similarly, the Petitioner in tlie reply statement lias 
raised die same allegations as made in tlie reply statement 
filed in I.D. No. 15/2001. 

5. The points for my determination are:— 

0) “Whether tlie demand of die workman Sri A. 

Ravi for regularisation of his sen ice by the 
management of Airport Authority of India is 
justified ? 

(ii) To what relief, the workman is entitled?” 
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ID. No. 572/2001:- 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour 
vide Notification Order No. L-l 1012/2/2001/IR(M) dated 
30-03-2001 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication 

"Whether the non-regularisation of Shri S. 
Chandrasekaran by the management of Airport 
Authority of India is legal and justified? If not, to 
what relief is the workman entitled to ?” 

After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as I D. No. 572/2001 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the patties entered through their advocates 
and filed their respective Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement and reply statements. 

2 . The averments made in the Claim Statement of 
the 1 Paitv/Petitioner are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent in July, 1995 as security and was carrying on 
his work, till he was orally refused employment for no 
reasonab le cause or excuse. In other respect, the allegations 
of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement are more or less the 
sa me as made in the Claim Statement filed in I.D. No.15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed in I.D. No. 15/2001, 

4. Similarly, die Petitioner in the reply statement has 
raised the same allegations as made in the reply statement 
filed in l.D.No. 15/2001. 

5. Tli e po ints for my determination are:— 

(i) "Whether the non-regularisation of Sri 
S. Chandrasekaran by the Respondent/ 
Management Airport Authority of India is 
justified ? 

(ii) To what relief, the workman is entitled ?” 

I.D. No. 588/2001 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No. L-l 1012/10/2001/IR(M) dated 
08-06-2001 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication :- 

"Whether the alleged termination and non- 
einpjoynient of Shri V. Subbash by the Airport 
Audiority of India (I AD) is legal and justified? If not, 
to what relief is the workman entitled ?” 

After die receipt of die reference, it was taken on file 
as 1 D. No. 588/2001 and notices were issued to both die 
parties mid bodi the parties entered through their advocates 
and filed their respective Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement and reply statements. 


2. The averments made in the Claim Statement of 
the 1 Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent through an agent Mr. Vetrivelan, who had 
contract with the Respondent. The Petitioner continuously 
worked under the Respondent from 1-3-95 to 30-10-96 as 
security guard, till the Respondent refused the Petitioner 
employment orally. In other respect, the allegations of the 
Petitioner are more or less the same as made in the Claim 
Statement filed in I.D. No. 15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed in I.D. No. 15/2001. 

4. Similarly, the Petitioner in the reply statement has 
raised the same allegations as made in the reply statement 
filed in I.D.No.15/2001. 

5. The points for my determination are — 

(i) “Whether the alleged termination and non¬ 
employment of Sri V. Subbash by the 
Respondent Airport Authority of India is legal 
and justified? 

(ii) To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled?” 

I.D. No.589/2001:— 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No.L-11012/9/2001/1R(M) dated 
08-06-2001 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication :- 

“Whether the alleged termination and non- 
. employment of Shri N. Murugan by the Airport 

Authority of India (IAD) is legal and justified ? If 

not, to what relief is the workman entitled ?” 

After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as I.D. No.589/2001 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered through their advocates 
and filed their respective Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement and reply statements. 

2. The averments made in the Claim Statement of 
the I Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows :- 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the. 
Respondent through an agent Mr. Vetrivelan, who had 
contract with the Respondent. The Petitioner worked as 
House Sweeping under the Respondent from 1-1-94 to 
1-7-96 continuously till the Respondent refused 
employment to the Petitioner orally. In other respect, the 
allegations of the Petitioner are more or less the same as 
made in the Claim Statement filed in I. D. No. 15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement lias 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter State¬ 
ment filed in I.D. No. 15/2001. 
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4. Similarly, the Petitioner in the reply statement has 
raised the same allegations as made in the reply statement 
filed in I.D. No. 15/2001. 

5. The points for my determination are - 

(i) "Whether the alleged termination and non¬ 
employment of Sri N. Muruganby the Respon¬ 
dent Airport Authority of India is legal and 
justified? 

(ii) To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled ?” 

ID. No. 599/2001:- 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide No¬ 
tification Order No.L-110 12/7/2001/IR(M) dated03-08-2001 
has referred the following dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication :- 

"Whether the alleged termination and non- 
employment df ShriG. Gnanaprakasam by the Airport 
Authority of India (I AD) is legal and justified ? If not, 
to what relief is the workman entitled ?” 

Aft er the receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as I.D. No.599/2001 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered through their advo¬ 
cates and filed their respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement and reply statements. 

The averments made in the Claim Statement of the I 
Party/Petitioner arebriefly as follows:- 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 1 -1 -90 as sweeper and was carrying on his 
work, till he was orally refused employment for no reason¬ 
able cause or excuse. In other respect, the allegations of 
the Petitioner in the Claim Statement are more or less the 
same as made in the Claim Statement filed inl.D.No. 15/ 
2001. 

3 The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter State¬ 
ment filed in I D. No. 15/2001. 

4. The pointy for my determination are - 

(i) "Whether the alleged termination and non¬ 
employment of Sri G. Gnanaprakasam by the 
Airport Authority of India is legal and justi¬ 
fied? 

(ii) To what relief, the workman is entitled?” 

I.D. No. 609/2001:- 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour 
vide Notification QrderNo.L-11012/51/2001/lR(M) dated 
23-08-2001 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication :- 

“Whether the alleged termination and non-employ- 
ment of Shri P. Raja by the Airport Authority of 


India (I AD) is legal and justified ? If not, to what 
relief is the workman entitled?” 

After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as I.D. No. 609/2001 and notices were issued to both hie 
parties and both the parties entered through their advo¬ 
cates and filed their respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement and reply statements. 

2 . The averments made in the Claim Statement of 
the I Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows :— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the Re¬ 
spondent on 1-3-95 as sweeper and was carrying on his 
work faithfully till he was orally refused employment for 
no reasonable cause or excuse. In other respect, the alle¬ 
gations of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement are more 
or less the same as made in the Claim Statement filed in 

I.D.No. 15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter State¬ 
ment filed in I.D. No. 15/2001. 

4. The points for my determination are — 

(i) "Whether the alleged termination and'non- 
employment of Sri P. Raja by the Airport 
Authority of India is legal and justified ? 

(ii) To what relief, the workman is entitled V 
I.D. No. 610/2001:— 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour 
vide Notification Order No.L-11012/5 2/2001/IR(M) 
dated 23-08-2001 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication:— 

"Whether the alleged termination and non-employ¬ 
ment of Shri N. Ravikumar by the Airport Authority 
of India (I AD) is legal and justified ? If not, to what 
relief is the workman entitled?” 

After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as I.D. No. 610/2001 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered through their advo¬ 
cates and filed their respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement and reply statements. 

2. The averments made in the Claim Statement of 
the I Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 1 -3-95 as sweeper and was carrying on his 
work faithfully till he was orally refused employment for 
no reasonable cause or excuse. In other respect, the alle¬ 
gations of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement are more 
or less the same as made in the Claim Statement filed in 
ID. No. 15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter State¬ 
ment filed in I.D. No. 15/2001. 
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4 . Similarly, the Petitioner in the reply statement 
has raised the same allegations as made in the reply state¬ 
ment filed in I D. No. 15/2001. 

5. The points for my determination are - 

(i) “Whether the allegetTtermination and non¬ 
employment of Sri N. Ravikumar by the 
Respondent Airport Authority of India is legal 
and justified? 

(ii) To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled ?” 
I.D. No. 613/2001:— 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour 
vide Notification Order No. L-l 1012/26/2001/IR(M) 
dated 23-08-2001 lias referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication:— 

Whether the alleged termination and non-employ- 

ment of Shri G. Selvaraj by the Airport Authority of 

India (1AD) is legal and justified ? If not, to what 

relief is tiic workman entitled?” 

Alter (he receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as I D No.613/2001 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered through their advo¬ 
cates and filed their respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement and reply statements. 

2 The averments made in the Claim Statement of 
the l Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows:- 

Tlic Petitioner entered into the services of the Re¬ 
spondent on 4-10-88 as sweeper and was carrying on his 
work faithfully till he was orally refused employment for 
no reasonable cause or excuse. In other respect, the alle¬ 
gations of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement are more 
or less the same as made in the Claim Statement filed in 
I D No. 15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter State¬ 
ment filed in I.D. No. 15/2001. 

4 Similarly, (lie Petitioner in the reply statement 
has raised the same allegations as made in the reply state¬ 
ment filed in I.D. No. 15/2001. 

5 . The points for my determination are — 

(i) “Whether the alleged termination and non- 
cmploymcnt of Sri G. Selvaraj by the 
Respondent Airport Authority of India is legal 
and justified ? 

(ii) To what relief the Petitioner is entitled ?” 

I.D. No. 614/2001:— 

The Central Government. Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No. L-l 1012/27/2001/IR(M) dated 
23-08-200 l has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication:— 


“Whether the alleged termination and non-employ¬ 
ment of Smt. Rukumani by the Airport Authority of 
India (IAD) is legal and justified? If not, to what. 
relief is the workman entitled ?” 

'After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as I.D. No. 614/2001 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered through their advo¬ 
cates and filed their respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement and reply statements. 

2. The averments made in the Claim Statement of 
the 1 Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the Re¬ 
spondent on 9-2-95 as sweeper and was carrying on her 
work faithfully till she was orally refused employment for 
no reasonable cause or excuse. In other respect, the alle¬ 
gations of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement are more 
or less the same as made in the Claim Statement filed in 
ID. No. 15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter State¬ 
ment filed in I.D. No. 15/2001. 

4. Similarly, the Petitioner in the reply statement 
has raised the same allegations as made in the reply state¬ 
ment filed in I.D. No. 15/2001. 

5. The points for my determination are — 

(i) “Whether the alleged termination and non¬ 
employment of Smt. Rukumani by the Respon¬ 
dent Airport Authority of India is legal and 
justified? 

(ii) To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled V 
I.D. No. 615/2001:— 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour 
vide Notification Order No. L-l 1012/28/2001/IR(M) 
dated 23-08-2001 has referred the following dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication :— 

“Whether the alleged termination and non-employ¬ 
ment of Smt. K. Shanthi by the Airport Authority of 
India (1AD) is legal and justified? If not, to what 
relief is the workman entitled?” 

After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as I.D.No. 615/2001 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered through their advo¬ 
cates and filed their respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement and reply statements. 

The averments made in the Claim Statement of the 
I Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 9-2-95 as sweeper and was carrying on 
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her work faithfully till she was orally refused employment 
for no reasonable cause or excuse. In other respect, the 
allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement are 
more or less the same as made in the Claim Statement filed 
in I.D. No. 15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
ra ised the same allegations as raised in the Counter State¬ 
ment filed in I.D. No. 15/2001, 

4. Similarly, the Petitioner in the reply statement 
has raised the same allegations as made in the reply state¬ 
ment filed in ID. No. 15/2001. 

5. The points for my determination are - 

(i) 'Whether the alleged termination and non¬ 
employment of Smt. K. Shanthi by the Respon¬ 
dent Airport Authority of India is legal and 
justified ? 

jii) To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled ?” 
LD.No. 616/2001:— 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No.L-11012/29/2001/IR(M) dated 
23-08-2001 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication — 

"Whether the alleged termination and non- 

cinployinent of Smt. A. Arulmary by the Airport 

Authority of India (1AD) is legal and justified? If 

not. to what relief is the workman entitled ?” 

After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as I.D.No. 616/2001 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered through their 
adv ocates and filed their respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement and reply statements. 

The averments made in the Claim Statement of the 
1 Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 1-11-94 as sweeper and was carrying on 
her work faitlifully till she was orally refused employment 
for no reasonable cause or excuse . In other respect, the 
allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement are 
more or less the same as made in the Claim Statement filed 
in I.D. No 15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed in I. D. No. 15/2001. 

4. Similarly, the Petitioner in the reply statement 
has raised die same allegations as made in the reply 
statement filed in I.D. No. 15/2001. 


5. The points for my determination are - 

(i) “Whether the alleged termination and non¬ 
employment of Smt. A. Arulmary by the 
Respondent Airport Authority of India is legal 
and justified ? 

(ii) To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled ?” 

I.D. No, 617/2001:— 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour 
vide Notification Order No.L-11012/3 3/2001/IR(M) 
dated 23-08-2001 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication:— 

“Whether the alleged termination and non¬ 
employment of Smt. B. KadherBeeby the Airport 
Authority of India (1AD) is legal and justified? If 
not, to what relief is the workman entitled ?” 

Afterthe receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as I.D. No. 617/2001 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered through their 
advocates and filed their respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement and reply statements. 

The averments made in the Claim Statement of the I 
Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows :- 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 1 -1 -94 as sweeper and was carrying on her 
woric faithfully till she was orally refused employment for 
no reasonable cause or excuse. Rest of the allegations in 
the Claim Statement are more or less the same as made in 
the Claim Statement filed in I.D.No. 15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed in LD.No. 15/2001. 

4. Similarly, the Petitioner in the reply statement has 
raised the same allegations as made in the reply statement 
filed in I D.No. 15/2001. 

5. The points for my determination are:— 

(i) “Whether the alleged termination and non¬ 
employment of Smt. B. Kadher Bee by the 
Respondent Airport Authority of India is legal 
and justified? 

(ii) To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled?” 

LD.No. 618/2001:— 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No.L-11012/35/2001/IR(M) dated 
23.08.2001 has referred the following dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication:— 

“Whether the alleged termination and non¬ 
employment of Shri Ch. Malyadri by the Airport 
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Authority of India (I AD) is legal and justified? If not, 
to what relief is the workman entitled?” 

After die receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as I D. No. 618/2001 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered through their advocates 
and filed their respective Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement and reply statements. 

2 . The averments made in the Claim Statement of the 
I Party /Petitioner are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 1.8.89 as sweeper and was carrying on his 
w ork faithfully till he was orally refused employment for no 
reasonable cause or excuse. In other respect, the allegations 
of die Petitioner in die Claim Statement are more or less the 
same as made in the Claim Statement filed in I.D.No. 15/ 
2lX)|. 

3. The Respondent in dieir Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement fried in I D.No. 15/2001. 

4 Similarly, die Petitioner in die reply statement has 
raised the same allegations as made in the reply statement 
filed in I .D.No. 15/2001. 

5 The points for my determination are:— 

(i) "Whether rite alleged termination and non- 
employment of Sri Ch. Malyadri by the 
Respondent Airport Authority of India is legal 
and justified? 

(ii) To what relief, rite Petitioner is entitled?” 
I.D.No.742/2001:— 

The Central Government, Ministry ofLabourvide 
Notification Order No.L-l 1012/34/2001/IR(M) dated 

31.10.2001 lias referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication:— 

"Whether the alleged termination and non- 
employmcnt of Shri K. Rajendran by the Airport 
Authority of India (1AD) is legal and justified? If 
not. to what relief is rite workman entitled?” 

After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as ! .D No.742/2001 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both (he parties entered through their advocates 
and filed their respective Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement and reply statements. 

2. The averments made in rite Claim Statement of the 
1 Parly/Pctitioner are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 2.1.94 as sweeper and was carrying on his 
work faitiifully till he was orally refused employment for no 
reasonable cause or excuse by the Respondent on 30-9-97. 


In other respect, the allegations of the Petitioner in the 
Claim Statement are more or less the same as made in the 
Claim Statement filed in I.D.No. 15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed in I.D.No. 15/2001. 

4. The points for my determination are - 

(i) “Whether the alleged termination and non- 
employment of Sri K. Rajendran by the 
Respondent Airport Authority of India is legal 

• and justified? 

(ii) To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled?” , 

I. D.No.747/2001:— 

The Central Government, Ministry ofLabourvide 
Notification Order No.L-l 10I2/4B/2001/IR(M) dated 

27.11.2001 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication:— (4 

. “Whether the alleged termination and non¬ 
employment of Shri M. Premkumar by the Airport 
Authority of India (I AD) is legal and justified? If 
not, to what relief is the workman entitled?” 

After the receipt of the reference, i t was taken on fil e 
as I. D.No.747/2001 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered through their 
advocates and filed their respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement and reply statements. 

2. The averments made in the Claim Statement of the 
I Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 1-1-95 as sweeper and was carrying on his 
work faithfully till he was orally refused employment for 
no reasonable cause or excuse by the' Respondent on 
31 -01.96. In other respect, the allegations of the Petitioner 
in the Claim Statement are more or less the same as made 
in the Claim Statement filed in I.D.No. 15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement lias 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed in I.D.No. 15/2001. 

4 The points for my determination are:— 

(i) “Whether the alleged termination and non- 
employment of Sri M. Pnemkuniar by the Respondent 
Airport Authority of India is legal and justified? 

(ii) To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled?” 
LD.Nu.5/2002 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No.L-11012/45/2001/IR(M) dated 

20.12.2001 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication:— 
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"Whether the alleged termination and lion- 
employment of Ms. Indira by the Airport Authority 
of India (IAD) is legal and justified? If not. to what 
relief is the w orkman entitled?” 

After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as I.D.No.5/2002 and notices were issued to both the parties 
and both the parties entered through their advocates and 
tiled their respective Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement and reply statements. 

2. The averments made in the Claim Statement of the 
1 Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 10-2-95 as sweeper and was carrying on 
her work faithfully till she was orally refused employment 
for no reasonable cause or excuse by the Respondent. In 
other respect, the allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are more or less the same as made in the Claim 
Statement filed in l.D.No. 15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed in I. D. No. 15/2001. 

4. The points for my determination are 

(i) "Whether the alleged termination and non¬ 
employment of Smt. Indira by the Respondent 
Airport Authority of India is legal and justified ? 

(ii) To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled?” 

I.D. Nil. 7/2002:— 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No.L-11012/44/2001/IR(M) dated 
04-01-2002 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication :— 

"Whether the alleged termination and non- 
employment of Shri M. Premnath by the Airport 
Authority oflndia (IAD) is legal and justified? If 
not. to what relief is the workman entitled?” 

After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as 1. D. No.7/2002 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered through their 
advocates and filed their respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement and reply statements. 

2. The averments made in the Claim Statement of the 
1 Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 1.1.95 as sweeper and was carrying on his 
work faithfully till he was orally refused employment for 
no reasonable cause or excuse by the Respondent. In other 
respect, the allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are more or less the same as made in the Claim 
Statement filed in l.D.No. 15/2001. 


3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed in l.D,No. 15/2001. 

4. Similarly, the Petitioner in the reply statement luis 
raised the same allegations as made in the reply statement 
filed in I.D.No. 15/21X11. 

5. The points for my determination are - 

(i) "Whether the alleged termination and non- 
employment of Sri M. Premnath by the 
Respondent Airport Authority of India is legal 
and justified? 

(ii) To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled?” 

I.D. Net. 17/2002:— 

The Central Government. Ministry' of Labour vide 
Notification Order No. L-l 1012/60/2001/1R(M) dalfed 
06.02.2002 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication:— 

"Whether the claim of the workman Shri 

J. Selvakumar for reinstatement with back wages is 

legal and justified? If not, to what relief die workman 

is entitled?” 

After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as I.D.No. 17/2002 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered through their 
advocates and filed their respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement and reply statements. »■ 

2. The averments made in the Claim Statement of the 
I Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows:- 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 1-2-89 as sweeper and was carrying on his 
work faithfully till he was orally refused employment for 
no reasonable cause ot excuse by the Respondent on 
31-1-2-96. In other respect, the allegations of the Petitioner 
in the Claim Statement are more or less the same as made 
in the Claim Statement filed in I.D.No. 15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed in I.D.No. 15/2001. 

4. The points for my determination are:— 

ft) ‘‘Whether the claim of the workman 
Sri J. Selvakumar with back wages is legal and 
justified? . 

(ii) To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled?” 

LaNo 18 / 2002 :— -A 

The Central Government; Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No.L-11012/59/2001/IR(M) dated 
06-02-2002 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication:— 


3648 GI/03—7 
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4. The points for my determination are:— 


"Whether the claim of the workman Smt. R. Chandra 
lor reinstatement with back wages is legal and 
justified? If not. to what relief the workman is 
entitled?'* 

After the receipt of the reference* it was taken on file 
as I D. No. 18/2002 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered through their 
advocates and filed their respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement and reply statements. 

2. The averments made in the Claim Statement ofthe 
1 Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 1 -6^95 as sweeper and wasearrymg on 
her work faithfully till she wasoTally refused employment 
for no reasonable cause or excuse by the Respondent on 
3t)-12-97. In other respect: the allegations of the Petitioner 
in the Claim Statement are more or less the same as made 
in the Claim Statement filed in ID.No, 15/2(X)1. 

v The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed in I D No. 15/2001. 

4 Th c points for my determination are:— 

(t) Whether the claim of the workman Smt. 
R.Chandra with back wages is legal and 
justified? 

(ii) To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled?” 
I.D.No. 19/201)2:— 

The Central Government. Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No.L-1 1012/61/2001/1R(M) dated 
06-02-2002 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication :— 

"Whether the claim of the workman Shri V. 
De\ arajan for reinstatement with back wages islegal 
and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?** 

After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as 1. D.No. 19/2002 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both (he parties entered through their 
advocates and filed their respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement and reply statements. 

2 The averments made in the Claim Statement of the 
I Pany/Petitioner are briefly as follows : — 

The Petitioner entered into the services ofthe 
Respondent on 3-1 -94 as sweeper and was carrying onhis 
w ork faithfully till he wasoraily fefosedemptoyment for 
no reasonable cause or excuse by the'Respondent on 
31-12-99 brother respect; die allegatkmsoflhePemjoner 
in the Claim Siatementare more or less the same as made 
in Uic Claim Statement filedin l.D.blo, 15/2001. 

3 The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed in I D.No. 15/2001. 


(t) “Whether the claim of the workman Sri V. 

Devarajan with back wages is legal and justified? 

(ii) To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled?” 

No. 20/2602:— 

The Central Government: Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No.L-11012/64/2001/IR(M) dated 
11 02.2002 has referred the following dilute to this 
"Tribunal for adjudication:— 

“Whethdrthe claim ofthe workman Shri M. Vara than 
for reinstatement with back wages is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

After tire receiptoffoe reference. it was taken on file 
as I. D. No. 20/2002 and notices were issued to both the 
. parties and both the parties entered through their 
advocates and filed their respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement and reply statements. 

2. Theaverments made in the Claim Statement of the 
1 Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 2-2-95 as sweeper through an agent 
Mr Vetrivelan who had a contract with the Respondent 
The Petitioner was carrying on his work faithfully till he 
was orally refused employment for no reasonable cause 
or excuse by the Respondent on 31-12-99. In other respect, 
the allegations ofthe Petitioner in the Claim Statement are 
more or less the same as made in the Claim Statement filed 
inI.D.No.15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement lias 
raised; the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed ini. D.No. 15/2001. 

4. The points for my determination are :— ’ 

(i) "Whether the claim of tire woikman Sri,M. 

Varathan with back wages is legal and justified? 

(ii) To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled?” '' 
LD. No. 21/2002:— 

The Central, Government. Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No.L-1101262/2001/1R(M) dated 
11 -02-2002 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal fcradjudicatkm:— 

'‘.Whether the claim of die workman Shri R. EUiiraj 
for reinstatement with back wages is Legal and j ustified? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

Aft erthe receipt of dereference, it was taken-on file 
as LDiNo.2172002 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and' both the parties entered through their 
advocates and filed dieir respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement andreply statements. 
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The averments made in the Claim Statement of the I 
Party/Petitioner arebriefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 1-6-95 as sweeper through an agent Mr. 
Vetrivelan, who had a contract with the Respondent. The 
Petitioner was carrying on his work faithfully till he was 
orally refused employment for no reasonable cause or 
excuse by the Respondent on 31-12-99. In other respect, 
the allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim Statement are 
more or less the same as made in the Claim Statement filed 
in I.D.No. 15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed in I.D.No. 15/2001. 

* 4. The points for my determination are:— 

(i) “Whether the claim ofthe workman Sri REthir^ 
with back wages is legal and justified? 

(ii) To what relief, the Petitioner is emitted?” 

I. D. No. 22/2002:— 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No.L-11012/63/2001/lR(M) dated 
11-02-2002 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication;— 

“Whether the claim of the workman Ms. Jayanthi 

for reinstatement with back wages is legal and 

justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 

entitled?” 

After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on file 
as l.D'No. 22/2002 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered through their 
advocates and filed their respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement and reply statements. 

2. The averments made in the Claim Statement of toe 
I Party/Petitioner are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered into the services of the 
Respondent on 12-02-95 as sweeper and was carrying on 
her work faithfully till she was orally refused employment 
for no reasonable cause or excuse by the Respondent on 
31^ 12-97. In other respect, the allegations of toe Petitioner 
in the Claim Statement are more or less the same as made 
in the Claim Statement filed in I.D;No. 15/2001. 

3. The Respondent in their Counter Statement has 
raised the same allegations as raised in the Counter 
Statement filed in I.D.No. 15/2001. 

4. The points for my determination are:— 

(i) “Whether the claim of the workman Snat 
Jay anthi with back wages is legal and justified? 

(ii) To what rel ief, the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Upon perusing the statements filed on either side in 
all these cases and on going through the common oral 
and documentary evidences and after hearing the 


for consideration, this Tribunal has passed the 
foUowing: — 

MMm? 

2. Both sides have filed a jotm memo statin g taafttn 
all these cases relief sougfo for .by ttePemioserepre 
similar and the grievances against the Respomklrtf 
Management arc the same and therefore, these cases may 
becldbbed together and the evidences may be takaann 
onecasei.e. 15/2001anddocumems msybemtfkadtofoe 
same case Therefore, these cases are tried <jomtiy a*d, 
common evidence was takes in aU these cases. The 
Petitioners in I.D. Nos. 15/2001 to 19/2O01 , 572/2001,588/ 
2GM, 5^001,613/2001,615 ta617/200i, 5/2002,19/2802 
and 21/2002 are examined as WW1 t©WW10aodWW2O 
to WW24. WW11 to WW19 are independent witnesses 
Documents on the side oftbePetitioners are marked as 
Ex.Wlto W30. Out which £x.Wl to Wti* W12, NMI5, 
W17, Wlft to W30 are the certificates issued by onefiri 
J Vetnvclan (WW19) alleged to be the tabottf contractor 
and W3 isfoe certificate given fey Sri M. A. Jayaraoaan 
(WW11) alleged tobe another labour contractor toseeac 
of the Petitioners. 

Point No. 1 in alt the cases:— 

3. The allegatiofi of the Petitioners in their Claim 
Statement in all the cases is that they were working as 
Sweepers/Scatvengers/Secuntics under toe control of the 
II Paity/Management Airport Authority of India and after 
continuous employment of service, they were Deadly refined 
employment by the Rcspoadeni/Maaagemenl and their 

j uiiiors were made permanent workers and (herefore. their 
termination of service would amount to unfair labnur 
practice and the employment of juniors would amount to 
discrimination, illegal and malafidem the eye of law But, 
the II Party/Management intheir Counter Statement 
contended that thoPetitioncrs were nol directly engaged 
as workmen by the Respondent/Managfcncat etifter 
casual, temporary or on ad-hoc basis and as perfhe 
Supreme Court direction, the employment ofeontmet 

who were in service as on 6-12-1996 were regularised by 
the. Respondent. After the Counter Statement off he 
Respondent now they turn around and said that tthe 
Petitioners were appointed through an agent one Mr. 
Vetrivelan and Mr. Vetrivelan has no certificate of 
registration or licence as per toe Contract Labour Abotifton 
and Regulation Act as a contractor and therefore, toe 
Petitioners were deemed to be the employees under,the 
principal employer A. e. n Party/Airport Authority of Injfca. 

4. The learned counsel for the Petitioner contended 
that at the time of raising the industrial dispute, the 
Petitioners were placed much reliance on the judgement 
of the Hon’ble Supreme Court namely AIR INDIA 
STATUTORY CORPORATION Vs UNITED LABOUR 
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UNION AND OTHERS reported in 1997 1 LLJ 1113 SC 
wherein the Hon'ble Supreme, Court hag held that " the 
preamble to the constitution as its integral part is 
designed to realise socio-economic justice to all people 
including workmen harmoniously blending the details 
enumerated in the fundamental rights and the directive 
principles. The conditions of labour are not left at the 
whim and fancy of the principal employer. Once the 
contractor is removed from the field and direct linkage 
between the labour and principal employer, he has an 
obligation to absorb them. Thus the rights of the employee 
for absorption gets ripened andfructified. If any violation 
has been committed by the employer, the Court instead of 
leaving the workmen in lurch would properly grant relief 
in accordance with law ” and therefore, the Petitioners 
who worked under the Respondent/Management and 
w ho were terminated from the service have raised these 
industrial disputes but subsequently, the Larger Bench of 
t he Supreme Court hi 2001II LLJ 1087 in the case of STEEL 
AUTHORITY OF INDIA Vs. NATIONAL UNION WATER 
FRONT WORKERS AND OTHERS has prospectively 
overruled the above decision reported in 19971 LLJ 1113 
SC and further held that "if the contract between the 
principal employer and the contractor is not genuine 
hut mere camouflage, the contract labour will ha\>e to be 
treated as an employee of the principal employer and 
should he directed to regularise the services of the 
contract labour, subject to conditions that should be 
sat isfied and if the contract labour found to be genuine 
and on issuance of notification prohibiting engagement 
of contract labour, the contract labour shall be given 
preference, if principal employer intends to employ 
regular workmen provided such Casual Labour found to 
he suitable and if necessary, by relaxing conditions as to 
maxi mum age "and therefore, after the pronouncement of 
the historic judgement now' the Petitioners are claiming 
die benefit of employment and they for to allege to be the 
employees under the principal employer namely II Party/ 
Management Airport Authority of India. Further, the 
learned counsel for the Petitioner relied upon the 
judgement reported in 1971FJR Page 79 FCI LOADING& 
UNLOADING WORKERS’ UNION, BANGALORE Vs. 
FOOD CORPORATION OF INDIA AND TWO OTHERS, 
wherein it was held that "the provisions of Contract Labour 
Act do not override the provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes. Id in regard to their dispute with the principal 

employer . that the Contract Labour Act does not 

contain any provision for protecting the workmen 
against unlawful termination af their services by their 
employer and therefore, the Industrial Disputes Act is 
applicable to test the validity af the termination of their 

services . liven though an invalid registration certificate 

or an invalid licence or failure to obtain the registration 
certi fu ale or licence under the Contract Labour Act may 
at trad the penal consequences of Section 23 of that Act, 
hut the workmen employed by the contractor enjoy all 


the rights under the Industrial Disputes Act, whether their 
employment as contract labour is regular or irregular ” 
and he contended that though the employer intends to 
retrench the workers employed by the labour contractor, 
the employer should follow the statutory requirements 
under the Industrial Disputes Act. Further, he contended * 
that the provisions of Contract Labour Act do not override 
the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act in regard to their 
dispute with the n Party/Management namely Airport 
Authority of India and he also contended that the Contract 
Labour Act does not contain any provision for protecting 
the workmen against the unlawful termination of the 
services of the Petitioners and therefore, in this case, the 
Industrial Disputes Act is applicable to test the validity of 
the termination of their service. He further contended that 
since the Respondent/Management have retrenched the 
woritmennamely the Petitioners, the II Party/Management 
should follow the statutory requirements under the 
Industrial Disputes Act 1947. It is his further contention 
that even though Section 25H of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 was not in statute book, the Supreme Court has 
held in 1961II LLJ 110 CAWNPORE TANNERY LTD. 
KANPUR Vs. GUHA(S) AND OTHERS wherein the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that "industrial 
adjudicators generally recognized the principle that if 
the employer retrenched the services of an employee on 
the ground that the employee in question had become 
surplus, it wo? necessary that whenever the employer 
had an occasion to employ another, the retrenched 
employee should be given another opportunity to join 
the service. This principle ww regarded as genera! 
application in the industrial adjudication on the ground 
that it was based on consideration of fair play andjustice. 
Relying on this judgement, the learned counsel contended 
that in this case, even the persons w r ho have recruited 
subsequent to the recruitment of the Petitioners were 
regularised by the Respondent/Management and 
therefore, applying the ratio of the judgement in the above 
case, the Respondent/Management has to re-employ the 
Petitioners in their establishment. 

5. But, on the other hand, the learned counsel for 
the Respondent/Management contended that the Peti¬ 
tioners in all these cases have raised at the first instance 
that they have been entered into the service under the 
Respondent/Management directly during various periods 
and they further contended that they have put in 
continuous service and subsequently they were refused 
employment for no reason or cause or excuse, but they 
have not produced a single sheet of paper or document 
that they w'ere employed by the Respondent except their 
interested, one sided testimony i.e. nothing to show 
that they were employed by the Respondent/ 
Management directly and therefore, there is no master 
and servant relationship between the Respondent/ 
Management and the Petitioners. Unless there is master 
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and servant relationship, the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act cannot be invoked and the learned counsel 
relied upon the judgement reported in 2003 I LLJ 236 in 
which the High Court of Kerala has held that if there is no 
such master and ser\>ant relationship exist, then the 
termination of the sendees ofthe concerned persons would 
not amount to retrenchment as defined under the 
Industrial Disputes .4ct, 194 7. It is his further contention 
that subsequently the Petitioners in their evidence before 
this Court have changed their version and contended that 
they were working under one Mr. Vetrivelan, who was a 
contractor for supplying manpower to the II Party/ 
Management and his contract is sham and therefore, 
they are directly come under the principal employer. Further 
the Petitioners contended that in view of the judgement in 
AIR INDIA STATUTORY CORPORATION’S CASE, 
THEY SHOULD have been taken as employees, on the 
other hand overlooking their seniority, their juniors were 
appointed. Bui. this contention do not hold good because 
the above judgement has been overruled on 3-8-2001 in 
the case of SAIL I !v. NATIONAL UNION WATERFRONT 
WORKERS AND OTHERSs case and it was held in that 
case that there should not be any automatic absorption of 
contract labourers and the principal employer cannot be 
required to absorb the contract labour, who was working 
in the concerned establishment. It is his further contention 
that there is no provision in Contract Labour Act whereby 
it can be construed that .the failure on the part of the 
contractor under Section 12 of the Contract Labour Act, 
an employee employed by the contractor would become 
direct employee of die principal employer unless <ind until 
and the Petitioners in this case establish the fact that they 
were doing the work in the establishment of the II Party/ 
Management on the date of the notification i.e. on 
6-12-19%. But. in tills case, diey have not established the 
fact that they were in die employment of the Respondent/ 
Management (through the contractor on the date of 
Notification i.e. 6-12-96. 

6. Again, on behalf of.the Petitioner, die learned 
counsel for the Petitioner argued diat (lie right of rejection 
of the employer with a right to refuse of work would 
certainly establish the master and servant relationship in 
thiSjCase and though the Petitioners have not produced 
any document to show that they were working in the 11 
Parly/Management on the date of Uieir termination, all die 
documents pertaining to their employment were widi the 
II Party/Management and the Petitioners have examined 
the contractors Mr. Vetrivelan and one Mr. Jayarainanas 
WW19 and WW11 respectively and they have clearly 
stated that die Petitioners were employed as contract 
labourers till they were stopped by the Respondent/ 
Management and they have supplied manpower to the II 
Party/Management. Further, even the present employees 
and the past employees of the 11 Party/Management who 
were examined as WW12 to WW18 have clearly stated 


that the Petitioners were employed through Mr. Vetrivelan 
and other contractors in the Respondent/Management 
establishment and therefore, the Petitioners should be 
declared as employees of Respondent/Management 
and they are entitled to the benefits under die Industrial 
Disputes Act. 

7. Though I find much force in these arguments, I 
cannot accept these arguments because the Petitioners 
contended that they were underthe employment of the 
Respondent/Management before they were stopped from 
doing the work, therefore, die burden of proving this fact 
is upon the Petitioners. Further, on the side of the 
Petitioners even though much reliance was placed on the 
oral evidence of WW12 to WW18. none of the witnesses 
lias stated from which period to which period the 
Petitioners were worked under die II Party/Management 
and under whose supervision die Petitioners were worked 
and so on. I find the oral evidences given by WW12 to 
WW18 are only interested and no reliance can be placed 
on die evidence of these wimesses. Further, the Petitioners 
alleged that the records pertaining to their services 
were widi the Respondent/Manageinent. But, they have 
not taken any steps to summon die relevant records from 
the II Party/Management. On the odier hand, they wanted 
to rely on the oral, uncorroborated evidences of the said 
witnesses, which I think diey did not establish die case of 
the Petitioners. 

8. In this case, the Petitioners have produced 
documents Ex. W1 to W30 the service certificates given 
by Mr. Vetrivelan, Mr. Jayaraman and one Mr. T. Girija. On 
a perusal of these documents, I find that diese documents 
have been created only for die purpose of this case . In 
some of the documents there are overwriting, interpelling 
and corrections and the copies were taken by mechanical 
process and so on. Further, Mr. Vetrivelan and Mr. 
Jayaraman who were examined as WW19 and WW11 
respectively have not stated how they have given these 
certificates without any records with them, because the 
dates mentioned in these certificates are different. Though 
they have stated that they have entered into contract widi 
the Respondent/Management for supply of manpower, 
they have not produced any single document to prove 
(heir contention and under such circumstances, 1 cannot 
believe their oral evidence adduced by these witnesses 
Uiat the Petitioners were in employment of the Respondent/ 
Management on die crucial date i.e. 06-12-1996. 

9. Then again the learned counsel for the Petitioner 
argued that the Petitioners should be given the benefit of 
employment on the ground that though there is no 
automatic absoiption as stated in SAIL case, since the 
Petitioners have approached die Tribunal even before die 
judgement in SAIL’S case and the operation of the said 
SAIL case, since die Petitioners have approached die 
Tribunal even before the judgement in SAIL’S case and 
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the operation of the said case is only prospective operation Witnesses Examined as common witness for the 

and therefore, they should be absorbed by the II Party/ Petitioners 

For the I Partv/Workman:— 


Management. But, I find that there is no substance in this 
contention because in 2002 (3) SCC 433 in the case of 
NITTNKUMAR N ATHALAL JOSHI AND OTHERS Vs. 
ONGC LTD. AND OTHERS, wherein the Honble Supreme 
Court has clearly rejected a similar contention of the 
workmen. In that case, some workmen employed as 
contract labourers in the capacity of boiler operators 
through contractor, have approached the Supreme Court 
and contended that they were employed as contract 
labourers with the ONGC and consequent upon the 
Contract Labour (Abolition and Regulation) Act by the 
Central Government, the contract labourers are prohibited 
and the appellants claimed that they should be treated as 
employees of ONGC. The Single Bench of the Gujarat High 
Court has upheld the contention of the workmen. When it 
came up before the Division Bench, they were of the view' 
that there were disputed questions of fact and they came 
to the conclusion that it should be done only by 
conciliation and on failure by Industrial Tribunal. Against 
this, the appellants approached the Supreme Court. The 
Supreme Court has held, after relying the judgement 
reported in 200 17 SCC I in the case of STEEL AUTHORITY 
OF INDIA Vs. NATIONAL UNION WATER FRONT 
WORKERS AND OTHERS, that ‘ there should not be any 
automatic absorption of contract labourers working in the 
establishment and further held on their arguments that 
the Petitioners should be given benefit of \ employment 
on the ground that the decision of the above case is 
prospective in operation, on the other hand, they have 
approached the Court even prior to the decision that the 
Petitioners/appellants were not absorbed by theprincipal 
employer before the judgement in SAIL case and therefore, 
it caimot be said that the decision of SAIL case cannot be 
applied." Therefore, on a due consideration of the entire 
oral and documentary evidences in this case, I come to 
the conclusion that the demand of the petitioners for 
regularisation of their service by the II Party/Management 
Airport Authority of India is not justified and the alleged 
term illation and non-employment of the petitioners by the 
II Party/Management Airport Authority of India is legal 
and justified. 

Point No. 2 in all cases:— 


WW1 Sri V.K.Rajendran 
WW2 Sri N.Murugan 
WW3 Sri G. Selvaraj 
WW4 Sri S. Chandra sekar 
WW5 Sri Y. Samuvelu 
WW6 Sri S.Vijayan 
WW7 Sri M.Suresh 
WW8 Sri G. Venkateswarhi 
WW9 Sri KEthiraj 
WW10 Smt. Indira 
WW1I Sri M.A.Jayaraman 
WWI9 Sri J.Vetrivelan 
WW20 Sri V. Subash 
WW21 Smt. A. Arulmary 
WW22 Smt. K. Shanthi 
WW23 Sri B. Kadarbee 
WW24 Sri V. Devarajan 

For the II Party/Management:— None 

Common Documents Marked:— 

For the 1 Party/Workmen:— 

Ex. No. D ate Description __ 

W1 054)1-97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued to Sri N. Murugan by the 
Labour contractor Mr. J. Vetrivelan. 

W2 15-03-97 Service certificate issued to 

Mr. V.K.Rajendran by Labour 
contractor Mr. J.Vetrivelan. 

W3 12-01-93 Service certificate issued to 

Mr. G.Selvaraj by Labour contractor 
Mr. M. A. Jayaraman. 

W4 30-11-93 Service certificate issued to 

Mr. C.H. Malyadri by Deputy General 
Manager (Cargo). 

W5 26-05-98 Service certificate issuefi to 

Mr. C.H.Malyadri by Contractor 
M/s. T.Girija 


It). The next question to be decided in this case is to 
what relief the w orkmen are entitled to? 

In view' of my 'foregoing findings, the I Party/ 
Petitioners are not entitled to any relief. 

11. Thus, the references are answered accordingly, 
(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 29th September, 2003.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 


W6 10-03-94 Service certificate issued to 
Mr. C.H.Malyadri by SLK Contract 
Services. 

W7 Nil Xerox copy of the- identity card 

issued to C.H.Malyadri by 1AAI 

W8 26-09-2000 Xerox copy of the office order 
showing the contract labourers who 
have been regularised as Safaiwalas 
and granted annual increments. 
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W9 09-03-93 Xerox copy of the temporary pass 
issued to Sri G. Selvaraj issued by 
Bureau of Civil Aviation Security. 


W24 05-01-97 Service certificate issued to 

Mr. V.Subash by the labour 
contractor Mr. J.Vetrivelan. 


W10 Nil Xerox copy of the identity card 

issued to Mr. Selvaraj by the IAAI 

W11 Nil Service certificate issued to Mr. Y. 

Swamivelu by Labour contractor 
Mr. J.Vetrivelan. 

W12 25-02-97 Service certificate issued to 

Mr. S.Vijayan by Labour contractor 
Mr. J.Vetrivelan. 


WI3 Nil Xerox copy of the affidavit of 

Sri S.Vijayan. 

W14 31-12-96 Xerox copy of the certificate issued 

to Sri S. Vijayan by Sub Inspector 
of Police, Madras. 

W15 16-03-97 Service certificate issued to 

Mr. M. Suresh by Labour contractor 
Mr. J.Vetrivelan. 

WI6 26-09-2000 Xerox copy of the office order 
showing the contract labourers who 
have been regularised as Safaiwalas 
and granted annual increments. 


W17 15-03-97 Service certificate issued to 

Mr. G. Venkateswaralu by the labour 
contractor Mr. J.Vetrivelan. 


W 18 01-01-2000 Service certificate issued to 
Mr. R.Ethiraj by The labour 
contractor Mr. J.Vetrivelan. 

W19 03-02-96 Service certificate issued to 

Mr. Prem Kumar by the labour 
contractor Mr. J.Vetrivelan. 


W25 01-03-97 Service certificate issued to 
Mrs. Arul Meri by the Labour 
contractor Mr. J.Vetrivelan. 

W26 31-12-96 Service certificate issued to 

Mr. S.Chandrasekaran by the 
Labour contractor Mr. J.Vetrivelan. 

W27 01-03-97 Service certificate issued to 

Mrs. K.Shanthi by the Labour 
contractor Mr. J.Vetrivelan 

W28 01-01-2000 Service certificate issued to 
Mr. Kadhar Bee by the Labour 
contractor Mr. J.Vetrivelan. 

W29 31-12-97 Service certificate issued to 

Mr. V.Devarajan by the Labour 
contractor Mr. J.Vetrivelan. 

W3() 01-03-97 Service certificate issued to 

Mrs. Indira by the Labour contractor 
Mr. J.Vetrivelan. 

For the II Party/Management:— Nil 

^ fcevf), 25 2003 
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W20 31-12-99 Service certificate issued to 

Mr. M.Varadhan by the Labour 
contractor Mr. J.Vetrivelan. 

W21 30-12-97 Service certificate issued to 

Mrs. Jayanthi by the labour 
contractor Mr. J.Vetrivelan. 

W22 05-01-2001 Service certificate issued to Mr. J. 

Selvakumar by the labour contractor 
Mr. J.Vetrivelan. 

W23 Nil Xerox copy of the pay slip of 

Sri S. John issued by Airports 
Authority of India. 


■ 771 . T^. 7 F<TT, 3tcR 
New Delhi, the 25th November. 2003 

S.O. 3427.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 5/2001 
(TNID-74/2000)) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court, Chennai now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Oil & Natural Gas 
Corporation Ltd. and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 21 -11 -2003. 

[No. L-30012/2/98-IR (C-I)] 
S. S. GUPTA. Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TR BUNAL-CUM-L ABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 22nd October, 2003 

Present: 

K JAY ARAM AN, PresidingOfficer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 5/2001 

(Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I.D. No. 74/2000) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the Management of M/s. Oil & Natural Gas Corpora lion 
Ltd. and tltcir workman Sri R. Balasubiamanian) 

BETWEEN 

Sri R Balasubramanian : I Party/Worfcman 

AND 

The Group General Manager, : II Party/Management 
Oil & Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. 

Cam cry Project. Neravy. 

Kiiraikkal. 

Ap|>car;mee: 

For the Workman : Mr. S. Ayyathurai, Advocate 

For the Management : Mr. P. Arulmudi, Advocate 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide Notifica¬ 
tion No. L-3(K) 12/2/98/IR(C-I) dated21-04-1999 has earlier re¬ 
ferred this industrial dispute to CGIT-Cum-Labour Court at 
Bangalore for adjudication. The CGIT-Cum-Labour Court at 
Bangalore has <;ikcn lire same on its file as C.R No. 76/99 and 
the Ministry by its order dated 19-02-2000 lias transferred this 
case to Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Chennai forad- 
j,,dication and it was numbered as 74/2(X)0 and subsequently, 
after lire constitution of lliis Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal- 
Cuin-Labour Court, the said industrial dispute was transferred 
to ibis Tribunal and on receipt of the records, it was re¬ 
numbered as 1 ,D.No.5/2(K) 1. The dispute referredby the Govt, 
in the Schedule is hereunder 

Whether the action of the management of ONGC, 
Ncravv. Karaikkal in terminating the services of 
Sliri R. Balasubramanian. Security Guard is justified/ 
If not. to what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled T 

2 Alter the dispute was taken on file on lire file of 
this Court, notices were issued to both parties and both 
the parties entered appearance through their advocates 
and they have filed the Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. On the side of the II Party, the 
Petitioner alone was examined as WW1 and 11 documents 
were marked as Ex. W1 to W11 and on the side of tire 11 Party/ 
Management two witnesses namely MW1 mid MW2 were 


examined and 8 documents were marked as Ext. Ml to M8. 

3. The allegations made in the Claim Statement of 
the Petitioner are as follows:— 

The Petitioner.joined the services of the Respondent 
Corporation in 1984 as a security guard under the contract 
of Thai Security Services. In 1988 he was brought into the 
category of term based staff of the Respondent/ 
Management on monthly salary of Rs. 1,500/-. The 
Petitioner was discharging his duties diligently. The 
Petitioner used to move closely with the leaders of the 
trade union as to get their help for getting confirmation in 
his service, which was not liked by the Senior Security 
Officer Mr. Shamanlal. The said Senior Security Officer 
has called the Petitioner and warned him of dire 
consequences if he is associating himself with the said 
Union. While so, on 6-1-93, the Petitioner was taken by 
two security inspectors namely S/Sri Jayapal and 
Singaravel inside the security room, where he was told 
that on the night of 31-12-92 during his duty hours he 
stole and sold chemicals to DCRS supervisor and oil well 
cement to Sundarapatti villagers and the said security 
inspectors wanted a statement from the Petitioner. When 
the Petitioner denied the allegation, he was told by the 
security inspectors that if he is not made a statement in 
writing admitting the acts alleged against him, then he 
would be handed over to police as instructed by Senior 
Security Officer. Out of fear, the Petitioner has executed 
the statement and received the salary and went home. 
When he has reported for duty as usual, on 11-1-93, he 
was called upon by the Senior Security Officer and he 
directed the Petitioner to get 'no complaint certificate 
from the Vallam Police Station and further he directed only 
after obtaining the same he would be allowed to report for 
work. Then he enquired the Sub-Inspector, Vallam Police 
station and after enquiry with the Petitioner and 
Sundarampatti Village people, the Sub Inspector has given 
'no compliant certificate’ to the Petitioner. While so, on 
17 _ 03_97 the II Party/Management lias issued a show, cause 
notice against fhe Petitioner. Even after the Petitioner has 
submitted his explanation, the Petitioner and ope Mr. 
E.S.Natarajan, Security Supervisor were placed under 
suspension on 4-10-93. After that an enquiry was 
conducted by the Chief Engineer. On his behalf, the 
Petitioner gave a statement. Even before that the security 
inspector Mr. Jayapal called the Petitioner and told that 
he should not cross examine the management witnesses 
and if cross examine, then he would loose his job. 
Therefore, the Petitioner has not cross examined the 
witnesses. Thereafter, the Petitioner was served with 
second show cause notice dated 10-05-94 stating that 
charge levelled against him was proved and therefore, it 
was decided to terminate his services and the Petitioner 
was asked to submit his explanation. Even at that time, the 
Petitioner was not served with the copy of the report of 
the Enquiry Officer. Again, the Petitioner has submitted 
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his explanation on 17-05-1994. The Respondent by an 
order dated 30-03-95 terminated the services of the 
Petitionerw.e.f. 4-10-93, Theorderofterminationisillegal. 
The Petitioner submits that the enquiry proceedings was 
not conducted fairly and properly in accordance with 
principles of natural justice and therefore, it is void and he 
prays that Hon'ble Tribunal may be pleased to decide the 
validity of the order Qf termination as a preliminary issue. 
Further, the Petitioner was denied reasonable opportunity 
by the Respondent/Management to defend himself in the 
enquiry. In any event, the punishment of dismissal is highly 
disproportionate and unjustified, considering the 
unblemished past record of service of the Petitioner. 
Therefore, he prays this Tribunal to direct the Respondent 
tdr reinstate him in service with continuity of service, back 
wages and other attendant benefits and so on. 

4. Againstthis, II Party/Management in its Counter 
Statement and also in additional Counter Statement alleged 
that it is false to allege that the Respondent has not given 
any reasonable opportunity to the Petitioner. On the other 
hand, the Petitioner has participated in the domestic 
enquiry held against him. The Petitioner was employed as 
'term based temporary contingent (worker) security guard’ 
on daily wage basis. The allegation that only due to the ill- 
will, the Senior Security Officer has created a case against 
him is false. It is also false to state that a confessional 
statement was obtained by force by two security 
inspectors admitting the acts committed by him. The 
Respondent has given copies of documents and list of 
w itnesses before the enquiry to the Petitioner. Further, the 
Petitioner himself has confessed before the Enquiry Officer 
and he has given a statement of his own will without any 
coercion. Therefore, the enquiry held by the Respondent 
was in accordance with principles of natural justice. In his 
confessional statement on 8-1-93, the Petitioner has clearly 
admitted liis guilt and therefore, the allegation is baseless 
and this contention was raised after a lapse of long time. 
Even in his reply dated 1-4-93 to show cause notice he 
confessed his guilt and seeks pardon. Since the Petitioner 
was a term based security guard, he was not governed 
either by ONGC CD A Regulations or by Certified Standing 
Orders applicable to contingent employees. Therefore, he 
is not entitled for payment of subsistence allowance. 
Anyhow, without prejudice to the above contention, the 
Respondent submits that if the Tribunal comes to a 
conclusion that the enquiry conducted against the 
Petitioner is vitiated on any account, the Respondent/ 
Management craves leave of this Court to let in evidence 
to substantiate their claim. 

5. The points for consideration in these 
circumstances are — 

(i) “Whether the charge against the Petitioner/ 
Workman has been proved beyond doubt; 

(ii) Whether the action of the management of 


ONGC, Neravy, Karaikkal in terminating fee 
services of Sri R.Balasubramanian, Security 
Guard is justified ?and 

(Hi) To what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled ?” 

6. Point Nos. I & 2 

In this case, the main issues are ‘ whether the enquky 
conducted by the II Party/Management against the 
Petitioner/Workman is just and proper’ and whether ^te 
action of the II Party/Management in terminating the 
services of the Petitioner Sri R.Balasubramanian is 
justified?’ On the side of the Respondent/Management 
two witnesses were examined.- The first witness is one Mr. 
V.Parthasarathy, now working as Personnel apd 
Administrative Officer in the Respondent/Management at 
Neravi, Karaikkal and the second witness is one 
Mr. V.Jayabal, who was working as Security Inspector on 
31-12-92 i.e. on the alleged date of occurrence. The 
allegations of the II Party/Management are that on 8-1-93 
one Mr.D.Subramanian, Security Guard working under the 
Respondent/Management came to the Security Inspector 
Mr. Jayabal and represented that the Petitioner $ri 
RBalasubramanianhas done so many misdeeds and he 
(Mr.D.Subramanian) should not be posted along with the 
Petitioner and he asked permission to the said Security 
Inspector and after due enquiry, the Petitioner Has 
admitted his guilt and therefore, the said Security Inspector 
has obtained a statement from the Petitioner in writing, 
which is marked as Exs. M7 and after that he has handed 
over to the Senior Security Officer and thereafter, domestic 
enquiry was conducted. Even before that on 3-3-93 file 
Petitioner lias given a letter to the Senior Security Officer, 
which is marked as Ex.M8. But, on behalf of die Petitioner 
it was contended that Ex.M7 and M8 were obtained by 
force, coercion and undue influence and no such incident 
has happened on 31-12-92 and even in the enquiry, it was 
not proved that the alleged articles which had said to liarve 
been sold / handed overby the Petitioner, which belonged 
to the Respondent/Management and it was also not proved 
by the Respondent that such articles were stolen from the 
godown by examining the godown keeper. Under such 
circumstances, the enquiry conducted by the Respondent 
is vitiated. Further, it is tire contention of the Petitioner 
that no opportunity was given to the Petitioner to cross 
examine the witnesses examined by the Respondent/ 
Management side in the domestic enquiry and further no 
documents were given and no list of witnesses was given 
to the Petitioner. Similarly, even the copy of the Enquiry 
Officer’s report has not been given to the Petitioner and 
therefore, the enquiry itself is vitiated by illegality 2 |nd 
therefore, no reliance can be placed on the enquiry 
conducted by the Respondent/Management. Further, 
on the Petitioner’s side, the show cause notice dated 
17-03-93 issued by the Respondent is marked as Ex. 


3648 GI/03-8 
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Wl and the explanation submitted by the Petitioner 
dated 1-4-93 is marked as Ex. W2 and the suspension 
order dated 04-10-93 is marked as Ex. W3 and the 2nd show 
cause notice issued by the Respondent dated 10-05-94 is 
marked as Ex. W7 and the explanation submitted for this 
notice dated 17-05-94 is marked asEx. W8 and the copy of 
the certificate of the Vallam Police issued to the Petitioner 
is marked as Ex. W11 and the second termination notice 
given to the Petitioner is marked as Ex. W9. It is the further 
argument of the learned counsel for the Petitioner that 
one of the main ingredients of the offence of theft is that 
the property involved must be belonged to some person 
and the person alleged to have committed theft in respect 
of the property must have removed the property. But, in 
this case, die 11 Party /Management has not established 
that the property involved in this case i.e. ten bags of 
caustic soda and ten bags of oil well cement belonged to 
the 11 Party/Management. Even the Security Inspector, 
who was examined as MW2 has clearly stated that they 
have not verified from the stores whether any bags 
contained caustic soda and/or oil well cement ware missing. 
Further, he lias clearly stated that they have not received 
any such complaint from the godown keeper. Under such 
circumstances, it cannot be said the Petitioner, who worked 
as security guard has sold these alleged items to the 
supervisor and also to the villagers. It is his further 
contention that even in the show cause notice it is stated 
that the Respondent has received complaints fromdifferent 
sources, the Respondent as such framed charges against 
the Petitioner. But. they have not established either before 
this Court or before the Enquiry Officer that from which 
source or from which complaint, they had come to a 
conclusion that the Petitioner had sold the bags of caustic 
soda and oil well cement bags to the supervisor and also 
the villagers Though the Respondent has alleged thatthe 
Petitioner has given a confessional statement on 3-1-93, 
the said confessional statement was obtained by coercion 
and undue influence and therefore, no reliance can be 
placed against the documents-. Further, it is his argument 
that even though it is lleged that the confessional 
statement and also die letter dated 3-3-93 Ex. M8 written 
b\ Petitioner's own handwriting, no one has witnessed 
these documents and therefore, no reliance can be placed 
on these documents. Even though, I find some force in 
these arguments, on considering the evidence produced 
on cither side. I am of the opinion that the Petitioner’s 
contention that the confessional statement and also the 
letter Ex. M7 and M8 respectively were obtained by 
coercion and force is not true because if really. Ex. M7 and 
M8 were obtained by force and coercion, there was 
notliing to prevent die Petitioner from giving a notice even 
on 1-4-93 i.e. the date on which he has submitted his 
explanation which is marked as Ex. W2. In Ex. W2, die 
Petitioner has clearly stated that after the occurrence of 
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the alleged offence, he has been called upon by the 
Security Section for an enquiry and a statement has been 
obtained from him by them. If really, the Petitioner’s 
contention is true i.e. that the Security Inspectors namely 
S/Sri Jayapal and Singaravel have obtained the 
confessional statement by coercion, he can mention the 
same in his letter or even he can make a complaint about 
the same before the higher ups. But, instead of doing 
anything in that direction, after a lapse of one year, he has 
taken a stand that the confessional statement and also the 
letter were obtained by coercion, force and undue 
influence. In this case, the initial burden to prove the fact 
that confessional statement and letter Ex. M7 and M8 
respectively were obtained by coercion lies on the sidebf 
the Petitioner. But, inthis case except the interested offil 
testimony of the Petitioner, there is nothing to show that 
both the statement and letter were obtained by coercion. 
Under such circumstances, 1 am not inclined to accept the 
contention of die Petitioner that Uiese letters Ex. M7 and 
M8 were obtained by coercion. Further, from the enquiry 
report produced by the Respondent, it is clear that the 
Petitioner has moved with the ONGC Petroleum Goal 
Labour Union so that his case could be considered and he 
should be represented by the Union members and in turn, 
die union members have written a letter to the II Party/ 
Management and in that letter also the Union has stated 
that die Petitioner has confessed before the Respondent/ 
Management and a lenient view is to be taken in that regard. 
Even though, the contention of the letter cannot be looked 
into at this stage, the circumstantial evidence shown before 
tills Court clearly established that the contention of the 
Petitioner that the confessional statement and letter were 
obtained by the Respondent/Management by force and- 
coercion is without any substance. 

7. Again, the learned counsel for the Petitioner 
argued that when the statement made by die Petitioner 
did not amount to a clear or unambiguous admission of 
his guilt, the Respondent cannot shift their responsibility 
by not examining the other witnesses namely the godown 
keeper and also the villagers of Sundarampatti village 
clearly establish the fact that the enquiry held by the 
Respondent is not just and proper and it is his further 
contention that even before this Court also it was not 
established that the property alleged to have been sold 
by the Petitioner belonged to the Respondent and so it 
cannot be held that the charge against the Petitioner has 
been proved. But, I find there is no substance in this 
contention because from Ex. M7 and M8, it is clear that 
the Petitioner has given the statements in unambiguous 
terms that he has sold the properties of the Respondent 
to the Supervisor and also the villagers and it was not 
established that these statements were obtained by force 
or by coercion and therefore, it is clearly established that 
he has given a confessional statement and based on that 
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confessional statement, the Respondent has acted and an 
action has been taken against the Petitioner. 

8. In this case, though the Respondent/ 
Management has contended that sufficient opportunity 
was given to the Petitioner even at the time of domestic 
enquiry , since the Respondent has examined the said 
security inspector and also the present Senior Security 
Officer, there is no scope for dealing with the question 
whether the domestic enquiry conducted by the 
Respondent/Management is just and proper. Any how, 
on a perusal of the documents Ex. M7 and M8 
produced by the Respondent/Management and the 
oral evidence of MW2 Security Inspector, I find, it is 
clearly proved before this Court that the charge framed 
against the Petitioner has been clearly proved and there 
is no dispute that Ex. M7 and M8 were given by the 
Petitioner voluntarily without any force or coercion. 
Further, the attendant circumstances in which Ex. M7 
and M8 were given and also the circumstantial evidence 
shown before this Court clearly established this fact. 
Therefore, I find the issue Nos. 1 and 2 against the 
Petitioner. 

9 The next point to be decided in this industrial 
dispute is to what relief the Petitioner is entitled ? 

In view of my finding that the charge framed against 
the Petitioner/Workman Sri R. Balasubramanian has been 
proved by the II Party/Management, the action of the II 
Party/Management, ONGC Ltd. Neravy, Karaikkal in 
terminating the services of die concerned workman Sri 
R. Balasubramanian is justified. Hence, the Petitioner/ 
Workman is not entitled to any relief. No Costs. 

10. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on 
this day the 22ndOctober, 2003.) 

ild K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

, //(. 

Witnesses Examined:— 

A 1 

Forthe 1 Partv/Workman : WW1 SriR. Balasubramanian 
For the II Party/ 

Management : MW 1 Sri V. Parthasarathy, 

MW2 Sri V. Jayapal 

Documents Marked:— 

Forthe I Party/Workman 

E\. No. Date Description 

W1 17-03-93 Xerox copy of the show cause notice 
issuedto Petitioner. 


W 2 

01-04-93 

Xerox copy of the reply submitted 
by Petitioner to show cause notice. 

W 3 

04-10-93 

Xerox copy of the order of 
suspension issued to Petitioner. 

W 4 

27-01-94 

Office order of the Dy. General 
Manager appointing in Enquiry 
Officer. 

W 5 

10-02-94 

Notice of hearing issued by En¬ 
quiry Officer to Petitioner. 

W6 

04-03-94 

Notice of hearing issued to Peti¬ 
tioner by the Enquiry Officer. 

W7 

10-05-94 

Xerox copy of the memo issued by 
the Deputy General Manager to the 
Petitioner 

W8 

17-05-94 

Xerox copy of the reply submitted 
by Petitioner to the 2nd shofr 
cause notice. 

W 9 

3003-95 

Order of termination passed by 
Group General Manager against the 
Petitioner. 

W10 

15-02-94 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner to Enquiry Officer. 

WI1 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the certificate issued 
by Vallam police in respect of the 
Petitioner. 


Forthe n Party/Management:— 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

08-01-93 

Xerox copy of the representation 
submitted by Petitioner. 

M2 

10-02-94 

Notice of hearing issued by 
Enquiry' Officer to Petitioner. 

M3 

15-02-94 

Daily order sheet in respect pf 
preliminary hearing held against the 
Petitioner. 

M4 

04-03-94 

Notice of hearing issued by 
Enquiry Officerto Petitioner. 

M 5 

11-03-94 

Disciplinary proceedings. 

M6 

23-03-94 

Enquiry report against the 
Petitioner. 

M 7 

08-01-93 

Statement submitted by Petitioner 
to Senior Security Officer. 

M8 

03-03-93 

Letterfiomthe Petitioner to Senior 
Security Officer. 
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M teft 25 2003 

■5RT.3IT. 3428.—3?ldlPl+ 3TfttfWT, 1947 (1947 

14) m] 17%3T^TTnr^', w<m T^T it lit 

% wit? % ws; M*i*f 3?k «b4+i(f % 

4 Nr, 3*34^4 FiG^^fcilPioh wk sfkitiw 

3Tf«PR*rII, (wfwn 50/91) ^ M4>lftl<1 

Wt t, # ^^14 RU»R^ 21-11-2003 3TF?T ^3TT *411 

["4. T^T.-20012/247/90-3^. 3TR. (rit-I)] 

1^. TJR. ^TT, 3*5R 

New Delhi, the 25th November, 2003 

S.O. 3428.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 50/91) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court II, Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of CMPDIL and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 21-11-2003. 

[No. L-20012/247/90-IR (C-I)] 

S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CEN TRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, DHANBAD 

In the natter of a reference U/S .10(1 )(d) (2 A) o f 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 50 OF 1991. 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of Central 
Mine Planning and Design Institute Ltd., Gondwana 
Place, Kanke Road, Ranchi. 

AND 

Their Workmen. 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers : Shri A.K. Mishra, 

Personnel Manager. 

For the Workmen : None. 

State : Jharkhand. Industry: Coal 

Dated, the 11th November, 2003. 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/247/90-I.R (C-I) dated 5-2-1991 
the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour has, in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 


section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of Central Mine Planning 
and Design Institute Limited Management in 
not regularising S/Shri Raj Kumar Verma, 
Brinda Prasad Singh and Umesh Mahato as 
Generator Operator in Category-V w.e.f. the 
respective date of their initial engagement viz. 
5-7-82, 23-2-82 and 2-8-83 with all 
consequential benefits is justified? If not to 
what relief these workmen are entitled?” 

2. The case of the concerned workmen according to 
the written statement submitted by the sponsoring union 
on their behalf, in brief, is as follows: o 

It has been submitted by the sponsoring union that 
Generator Operators at CMPDIL are permanent posts and 
are required to work in shifts. The management of CMPDIL 
installed generators of varying capacities, located at 
different locations and are operated in three shifts 
interchanging the operators. The concerned workmen were 
employed continuously from the initial date of employment 
as Generator Operators as per order of the management 
and for which they deserve wages in Category-V. They 
alleged that inspite of rendering services by the concerned 
workmen as Generator Operators the management illegally 
and arbitrarily placed them in Category-I with effect from 
17-12-85 and thereby depriving them from claiming their 
legitimate relief. They submitted that by an order dated 
1-4-1989 along w ith other workmen the concerned workmen 
were regularised in Category-1 General Mazdoor with effect 
from 17-12-1985 depriving them of their honest service 
rendered from the respective date of initial appointment. 
They disclosed that by another order dated 18-4-1990 the 
management regularised the service of one workman, Md. 
Masmoon Khan in Category-II with immediate effect who, 
according to them, had been assisting the electricians. 
While the concerned workmen were deprived of getting 
their placement in Category-V inspite of their rendering 
services as Generator Operators they disclosed that if shift 
duty chart, overtime register and also overtime bills since 
1982 are considered it will confirm that the concerned 
workmen were deputed to operate the generators and 
perform the duties similar to Generator Operators on the 
regular rolls of the management. They alleged that while 
Dinesh Prashad Singh and three others were placed in 
Category-V with effect from 1-7-1986 for rendering their 
services as Generator Operator the concerned workmen 
were ignored by the management illegally and arbitrarily. 
Accordingly they submitted petition before the 
management for considering the claim of the concerned 
workmen, but as the management ignored to give any 
honour to the said claim they raised industrial dispute for 
conciliation which ended in failure and ultimately the 
dispute has been referred to this Tribunal. 
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3. Tlie management, on the contrary, after filing 
written statement-cum-rejoinder, have denied all the claims 
and allegations which the sponsoring union asserted in 
the written statement on behalf of the concerned workmen. 
They submitted that the concerned workmen were initially 
deployed as casual mazdoor and subsequently on 
completion of240 days of attendance they were regularised 
as Category-I General Mazdoor with effect from 
17-12-1985. They submitted that these concerned workmen 
were subsequently allowed the difference of wages of 
Electrical Helper—Category-I I with effect from 18-4-1990 
as they were deputed to assist the electricians. They 
disclosed that in order to examine the suitability of the 
person concerned for the post to which they were being 
paid difference of wages i.e. Categoiy-II along with others, 
a Committee was constituted' which recommended for 
placement of the said concerned workmen to the post of 
Electrical Helper in Category-II and accordingly the 
concerned workmen were placed as Electrical Helper in 
Category -11 with effect from 5-2-1991. Accordingly the 
management submitted that the claim of the concerned 
workmen finds no basis and for which they are not entitled 
to get any relief. 

Point to be decided: 

4. “Whether the action of Central Mine Planning 
and Design Institute Limited Management in not 
regularising S/Shri Raj Kumar Verma, Brinda Prasad Singh 
and Umesh Mahato as Generator Operator in Category-V 
w.c.f. the respective date of their initial engagement viz. 
5-7-1982. 23-2-1982 and 2-8-1983 with all consequential 
benefits is justified? If not to what relief these workmen 
arc entitled? ' 

Finding with reasons: 

5. It transpires from the record that the concerned 
workmen in order to 1 substantiate their claim did not 
consider necessary' to adduce any evidence though 
sufficient opportunities were given to them. In view of the 
facts and circumstances the management also declined to 
adduce any evidence. Therefore, considering the facts 
disclosed in the pleadings of both sides it is to be taken 
into' Consideration whether the claim of the concerned 
workhicn stands on substantial footing and whether they 
arc Entitled to get any relief or not. 

It is the contention of the sponsoring union that the 
management installed generators of different capacities 
located at different locations foroperation. They disclosed 
that the said generators used to be operated in three shifts 
interchanging the duties of the operators. It is their 
contention that the concerned workmen were deputed to 
work as operators of the generators in question by the 
management with effect from 5-7-1982, 23-8-1982 and 
2-8-1983 respectively. They submitted that operators are 
required to be placed in Category-V. It is theirallegations 
that inspitc of rendering sendees by these workmen as 


Generator Operators being deputed by the management 
they were deprived to enjoy the scale of wages of 
. Category-V. They disclosed that instead the management 
illegally and arbitrarily paid them wages in Category-I. On 
the contrary, from the submission of the management it 
transpires that the concerned workmen initially were 
engaged as casual workmen and thereafter on completion 
of their work for 240 days they were regularised a$ 
Category-I General Mazdoor with effect from 17-12-1985. 
They further submitted that as the concerned workmen 
were deputed as Electrical Helper they paid them difference 
of wages of Category-II with effect from 18-12-1990. It is 
the contention of the management that thereafter as per 
recommendation of the Committee the concerned workmen 
were placed in the post of Electrical Helper Category-II 
with effect from 5-2-1991. 

6. Now, considering the submissions of the 
sponsoring union as well a s of the management I find two 
different pictures, when it is the claim of the sponsoring 
union that the concerned workmen were deputed as 
Generator Operators, the claim of the management is 
that they were deputed to work as Electrical Helper in 
Category-II and for rendering their services as Electrical 
Helper they paid difference of wages of Category-II to 
them till they were regularised with effect from 5-2-1991. 
The services of the Generator Operators and the services 
of the Electrical helpers are quite different and have no 
bearing to each other, as when the post of Generator 
Operator comes in Categoiy-V the post of Electrical Helper 
comes in Category-II. There is no dispute to hold that the 
concerned workmen are the workmen of the management. 
Accordingly the onus shifts on the sponsoring union to 
establish that since the date of their appointment the 
management deputed the concerned workman as Generator 
Operator. Until and unless this fact is established there is 
no scope to uphold such contention. It is seen that the 
concerned workmen are posted in Category-II as Electrical 
Helper. Therefore, there is wide difference in between the 
post of Category-Hand Category-V. The sponsoring union 
cannot avoid their responsibility to establish what 
qualification the concerned workmen possessed which 
deserved them to operate the generators. It is clear that 
operation of generator not only requires skill and 
experience but also requires some qualification. Therefore, 
the concerned workmen cannot exonerate their 
responsibilities to establish that before they were deputed 
to work as Generator Operators they possessed sufficient 
skill, experience and qualification to operate the same. I 
find no hesitation to say that the concerned workmen in 
course of hearing have failed to submit an iota of evidence 
in order to substantiate their claim. Apart from experience, 
skill and qualification the concerned workmen cannot 
exonerate their responsibility to establish that they were 
deputed by the management to discharge their duties as 
Generator Operators and in that capacity they worked for 
years together. 1 also find no hesitation to say that inspite 
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of getting ample opportunities the concerned workmen as 
well as the sponsoring union failed to produce a scrap of 
paper in support of that claim. 

7. Facts disclosed in the pleadings cannot be 
considered as substantive piece of evidence until and 
unless it is substantiated by the material evidence either 
oral or documentary. It is the claim of the concerned 
workmen, according to their pleadings, that they were 
deputed by the management to discharge their duties as 
Generator Operators. Therefore onus rests on the 
concerned workmen to substantiate such claim. I have 
already discussed above that the concerned workmen 
inspite of getting ample opportunities have failed to 
produce any material documents to show that they were 
deputed to discharge their duties as Generator Operators. 
Therefore, relying on the facts discussed in the pleadings 
there is no scope at all to uphold their contention. 
Accordingly, as the concerned workmen have failed to 
substantiate their claim they are not entitled to get any 
relief in view of their prayer. 

8. In the result, the following award is rendered. 
The action of Central Mine Planning and Design Institute 
Limited in not regularising S/Shri Raj Kumar Verma, Brinda 
Prasad Singh and Umesh Mahato as Generator Operators 
in Category-V w ith effect from the respective date of their 
initial engagement viz. 5-7-1982,23-2-1982 and 2-8-1983 
with all consequential benefits is justified and the 
concerned w orkmen are not entitled to any relief. 

In the circumstances of the case, there would be no 

order as to cost. 

B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 
M fa#, 25 2003 

^T.3TT. 3429.—Rw STfafWT, 1947 (1947 

14) # *tKT 17 

f^rfo % % % 6 0' c i, 

STfa^nll (w4TO 151/98) # w+iHiki 

Wf t, # 21-11-2003#’5TM^31T«ni 

[ri. -qyT. 20012/291/97-3Tl£ 3TR (#.-I)] 
PTT. ptt. t<tt, arar ufqq 
New Delhi, the 25th November, 2003 

S.O. 3429.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 151/98) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court. Il-Dhanbad now as shownin the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 21-11-2003. 

[No. L-20012/291/97-1R (C-I)J 
S. S. GUPTA, Under Secy 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE 02STRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2), AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(1) (d) ofthe I.D. Act, 1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 151 OF 1998 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of Chasnalla 

colliery of M/s. B.C.C.L. and their workman. 1 

i : 

APPEARANCES: ,{ , 

On behalf of the workman : None 

On behalf of the employers : Mr. D. K. Verma, 

Advocate 

State: Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad the 1 Oth November, 2003. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(1 )(d) of the I. D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/291/97—IR(C-I) dated, the 28th May, 1998. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the Union to refer 
Sh. Aijun Shyamal P. No. 90809, Miner Loader 
of Chasnalla Colliery to the age determination 
committee for assessment/reassement of 
Ms age is justified? If so, whether the workman 
is entitled to be referred to A.D.C. in light of 
implementation Instruction 76 JBCCI ?” 

2. The case of the concerned workthen according to 
the Written Statement submitted by the sponsoring Union 
on his behalf in brief is as follows:— n , f/ 

The sponsoring union submitted that dfter 
employment of the concerned workman by the mimageriteht 
at Chasnalls colliery I.D. card w"as issued to him but in the 
said identity card no date of birth was recorded. 
Accordingly in support of Iris claim relating to Iris date of 
birth lie intended to rely on C.M.P. F. record. The concerned 
workman also submited relevant paper relating to this date 
of birth but the management without showing any reason 
refused to accept the same. Even the management did not 
consi der necessary to send him before age determination 
committee for determination of his age. On the contrary 
they arbitrarily, illegally and violating the principles of 
natural justice superannuated him prematurely. 
Accordingly through the sponsoring union raised an 
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industrial dispute for consideration which ultimately 
resulted reference to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

Concerned workman accordingly submitted his 
prayer to pass award directing the management to 
reassess his age bv the age determination committee. 

2. Management on the contrary after filing written 
statenient-cuin-rejoinder have denied all the claims and 
allegation which the sponsoring Union asserted in the 
written statement submitted on behalf of the concerned 
woriqnan. 

They submitted that the concerned workman 
originally was a contractors worker at Chasnalla coliery 
and in the year 1973 his services was departmentalisation 
by the management and is that time his age was assessed 
by the colliery medical officer as 37 years and accordingly 
his date of birth in his service record was recorded as 
1-3-37 and the workman concerned also accepted the 
same. 

They submitted that the concerned workman 
attained his age of 60 years on 31-3-97 and accordingly he 
was superannuated from his service with effect from 
1-4-97. They further submitted that before superannuation 
of the concerned workman from his service, notice to that 
effect was issued to him on 27-8-96 intimating him the 
date of his superannuation. They disclosed that on 
receiving die dispute said notice the concerned workman 
raised this industrial dispute and demanded assessment 
of his the age by age determination committee without 
any basis. Accordingly they submitted prayer to pass 
award rejecting die claim of die concerned workman. 

The points to be decided in diis reference are:— 

"'Whether die demand of the Union to refer Sh. Arjun 
ShyainalP. No. 90809, Miner Loader of Chasnalla Colliery 
to the age,determination Committee for assessment/ 
reassessment of his age is justified? If so, whether the 
workman is entitled to be referred to A.D.C. in light of 
implementation Instruction 76 of JBCC1?” 

4 . Considering the facts disclosed in the pleadings 
of both sides I find no dispute Jo hold that the concerned 
workman was a workman at Chasnalla colliery under the 
management. It is also admitted fact that the concerned 
workman superannuated from his service with effect from 
1-4-97. K is the contention of the management that 
originally die concerned workman was a contractors worker 
and in the year 1979 he was departmentalised by the 
management as of their worker. They disclosed that at 
that relevant time lie was sent to colliery medical officer 
tor assessment of his age and after medical examination 
the said colliery medical officer assessed his age as 37 
years as on 1973 and accordingly his date of birth recorded 
as 1-3-1937 in his service record. They submitted that the 
concerned workman accepted his assessment of age as 37 
years by the colliery medical officer and during his entire 
sendee carrier he did not raise any dispute to that effect, it 


has been further submitted by the management that the 
concerned workman without any sufficient reason raise# 
the industrial dispute for reassessment of his age by thf 
age determination committee as soon as he received thf 
notice relating to his date of superannuation from hi* 
service. 

5. On the contrary it has been submitted by the 
workman that after getting his employment management 
issued identity card to him but in the said identity card no 
date of birth was recorded. Heantended to reiy on the 
CMPF record in suport of his age but the management did 
not consider the same. Evenhe intended to rely onpaper 
relating to his date of birth but that too was not considered 
by the management. It is seen from the record that the 
concerned workman raised the industrial dispute when he 
received the notice of his superannuation issued by the 
management dt. 27.8.96. It is therefore, clear that the 
concerned workman kept himself silent for long years 
during the period of his employment- He raised this 
industrial dispute actually at the fag/end of his service. 

6. It is his specific contention that management, 
illegally arbitrarily violating the principle of natural justice 
superannuated him from service long before attaining his 
age ot 60 years. In view of such claim onus rests on the 
concerned workman to substantiate his claim. The record 
shows that inspite of giving opportunity the concerned 
workman did not consider necessary to adduce any 
evidence. Hereliedon the identity can! and C.M.P.F. record 
in support of his claim but inspite of such reliance he did 
not consider necessary to produce the said two 
documents. Had that been so there was scope to consider 
the genunity of his claim. It is the contention of the 
concerned workman that he intended to submit papers to 
the management in support of claim relating to his date of 
birth but that too he failed to submit before this Tribunal 
in course of hearing. Accordingly, there is no scope to 
uphold the contention of die concerned workman. On the 
contrary management submitted categorically that at the 
time of his employment the concerned workman was placed 
before colliery medical officer for assessment of his age as 
he failed to produce any relevant document relating to his 
dater of birth. The colliery officer after medical examination 
assessed his age as 37 years which was duly recorded in 
his service record, and the same was duly accepted by 
him. As per JBCCI Circular No. 76 assessment of the age 
of the workman is to be determined by the Medical Officer 
of the management at the time of his employment if the 
said workman fails to produce any relevant paper in 
support of his date of birth. There is reason to believe that 
management in compliance to the instruction given in 
JBCCI circular No. 76 assessed the age of the concerned 
workman at the time of his employment. It is not the case 
of concerned workman that he was not sent to the colliery 
medical officer for assessment of his age. Accordingly, 
there is no scope to say that management did not follow 
the instruction of JBCCI circular No. 76. 
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7. It is the contention of the workman that no date 
ofbirth was recorded in the identity card issuedto himby 
the management after his employment. As the concerned 
workman has failed to produce the identity card there is 
no scope to asertain the veracity of his claim. Even if the 
contention of the concerned workman is taken into 
consideration the question which will crop up is why he is 
instead of highlighting this fact remained silent till receipt 
of the notice of his superannuation. No satisfactory 
explanation is also forthcoming why the concerned 
workman did not raise dispute over recording his wrong 
age at the early stage of his supperannuation. It is seen 
that die concerned workman just raising industrial dispute 
has finished his duty. He did not consider necessary to 
adduce evidence either oral or documentary with a view 
to substantiate the claim. Facts disclosed in the pleading 
cannot be considered as material evidence for upholding 
his prayer, until and unless the same is supported by 
cogent evidence. 

8 After careful consideration of all the facts and 
circumstances I tind no hesitation to say that the concerned 
workman has lamentably failed to establsihed his claim 
and for which there is no scope to say that management 
have illegally arbitrarily and violating the principles of 
natural justice superannuated him from service 
prematurely. Accordingly the concerned workman is not 
entitled to get any relief in view of his paper. In the result, 
the following award is rendered:— 

• Whether the demand of the Union to refer Sh. 
Arjun Shyamal P. No. 90809, Miner Loader of Chasnalla 
Colliery to the age determination Committee for 
assessment/reassessment of his age is not justified? 
Consequently the concerned workman is not entitled to 
be referred to A.D.C. in light of implementation Instruction 
No. 76 of JBCCir 

B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 
M 25 2003 

^T.3tT. 3430.—t<+» atfafWl, 1947 (1947 
sr 14) ^ *JKT 17 % TOTK 

faql'Jl'+l afrt < +i4 c hi<f % 41-q, 

ft fMfo? 3 atWFE 

II, 30/99 ) t, 

21-11-2003^«tn 

[td. TT^t. 20012/501/97-3^. 3TR. (*U)1 
TTT. T7T. 

New- Delhi, the 25th November, 2003 

S.O. 3430.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 30/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 


Court, II-Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 21-11-2003. 

[No. L-20012/501/97-IR (C-I)] 
S.S. GUPTA, UnderSecy 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2), DHAN BAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 1 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d) ofthel.D. Act, 1947 

REFERENCE NO. 30 OF 1999 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of Nichitpur 
colliery of M/s. BCCL and their workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

Onbehalfoftheworianan : None 

On behalf of the employers : Shri D.K. Vemia, 

Advocate. 

State: Jharkhand. : Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad the 7th November, 2003 

ORDER 

The Govt of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise of 
the powers conferred on them under Section 10(1 )(d) of 
the l.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No-L-20012/ 
501/97-IR(C-I), dated, the 8th January, 1999. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Nichitpur Colliery of M/s. BCCL in dismissing 
Smt. Koili Bhuni W/Loader w.e.f. 5-5-89 from 
the service of the company is justified?” If 
not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

2. In this reference neither the concerned workman 
nor his representative appeared. However, though the 
management side appeared through their learned Advocate 
did not file their W.S. It is seen from the record that the 
instant reference was received by this Tribunal on 
21 -1 -1999 and since then it is pending for disposal. As the 
concerned workman failed to appear before this Tribunal, 
registered notices were issued to the workman side but 
inspite of the issuance of notices they failed to appear 
before this Tribunal. They also did not even respond to 
the notices issued by this Tribunal. In natural course the 
question will arise what will be the fate of the reference 
made by the Ministry for its disposal. The reference is 
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n»ck on the basis of the dispute raised by the concerned 
workman/Union Naturally responsibility rests with the 
concerned workman/union to assist the Court to dispose 
of the reference on merit In view of the decision of the 
Hon'We Apex court reported in 2002(94) FLR 624 it will 
not bejust and proper to pass ‘No dispute’. Award when 
both the parties remain absent. There is also no scope to 
answer the reference on merit in absence of any W.S and 
available documents. There is no dispute to hold that when 
any reference is made it is expected to be disposed on 
merit but when the parties do not take any step or do not 
consider even to file written statement documents such 
expectation to dispose of the reference on merit comes to 
an end. It is not expected that for years together the court 
will pursue the matter suo moto with the expectations for 
appearance of the workman inspite of issuance of 
registered notices. As per 1.0. Act the workman accepting 
under provisions of Section 2A is debarred from raising 
any industrial dispute. The disputes are mainly raised by 
the Union for their workman. These unions inspite of 
receiving notices do not care to appear before the court 
for the interest of the workman and as a result they have 
been deprived of getting any justice. Until and unless the 
attitude of the union is changed I Consider that this 
uncalled for situation will persist Definitely it is the duty 
of the Court to dispose of the reference on merit but it 
depends on the cooperation of both sides. Here the record 
will clearly expose that sufficient opportunities had been 
given to the workman/union but, yielded no result This 
attitude shows clearly that the workman side is not 
interested to proceed with the hearing of the case for 
disposal on merit. 

Under the facts and circumstances, I also do not 
find any sufficient reason to drag on the case for an 
indefinite period. Accordingly as there is no scope to 
dispose of the reference in question on merit, the same is 
closed. 

B.BISWAS, Presiding Officer 
y M 25 2003 

W.3W. 3431.—1947 (1947 
75114 ) ^ SfRT 17 ^ 

3n$. % 

^ wm<, afaiHw 

SUPWSTOII, (tMTOTT242/99 ) ^ 

t, ^ 21-11-2003 I 

[*. l^T. 20012/27/99-31^. 3RR. (#. I)] 

3PR tifqq 

New Delhi, the 25th November, 2003 

S.O, 3431.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 242/99) 
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of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, II Dhanbad now as shown in the AnnexUre 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers"in 
relation to the management of CMFDfL ami tteir works**, 
which was received by the Central Government -no 
21-11-2083. 

[No. L-20012/27/99-1R (O&J 
S. S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ATOEXURK 

Kwiw™Ec®n*Ate©^iBirami 

DiBUSBUAL TRIBUNAL (NfX2X AT 

PRESENT: 

SHRI B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section ? 
10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 

REFERENCE NO. 242 of 1999 

PARTIES: 

Employers m relation to the management of 
C.MPDLL. and their workman; 
APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the Workman : Mr. Patras Bage, tie 

concerned workman 

On behalf of the employers : Mr. A. K. Mishra, 

Personnel Officer 

State: Jharkhand Industry: Mine Planning 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 7th November, 2003 
AWARD 

The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers conferred of them under Section 10( l)(d) of 
the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute tothis 
Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. L-20012/27/ 
99-IR (C-I), dated, the 4th June, 1999. , 

SCHEDULE 

“Kya union ki mang la Shri Patrash Bage too 
driver key pad par Niyamita kiya jay, kyu ki 
unsey choukidar ke pad par Niyukt Rahatey huya 
vi nirantar Driver kakaiyaliyjatatha,uchitevam 
naya sangat hai? yadi ha to karmkar kjs rahat key 
patra hai tatha kis tarikh sey?” 

2. In course of hearing of the instant reference case 
both the parties, appeared The concerned workman by 
filing a petition submitted his prayer to pass a ‘No dispute 
award in the instant reference case, as he is not interested 
to proceed further. No objection raised on the side of the 
management. Heard both sides, also perused the petition. 


3648 G1/03-9 
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Since the concerned workman involved in the dispute is 


not interested to proceed with the hearing of this case, 
there is no reason to drag cm the same. Accordingly, a ‘No 
dispute' Award is rendered and the instant reference is 
disposed of on the basis of No dispute’ Award presuming 
non-existence of any industrial dispute between the 
parties. ' ' 

f ' B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 

25^, 2003 

3432 .—1947 (1947 
14) ^ tiro 17 % tlwMotpo % 

Pf'-itaUil <shi^ % 41^, st^pt^r^f 
foffrg aftri l Pw> - Pwrc; 3 

(iM‘^re E rtn/93 
21-11-2003 

[13. I^t. 20012/94/92-311$. 31R. .(#. I) ] 

xr*f. p^l. Tj^n, aro* 

New Delhi, the 25th November, 2003 

S.O. 3432.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 11/93) 
of llie Central Government Industrial Tnbftna 1/Labour 
Court. ll-Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of CCLnnd their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 2 M1-2003. 

|No. L-2(K)12/94/92-1R(C-I) | 
S.S. GUPTA. Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INIH1STRIALTRIBUNAL NO. 2, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference under Section UK I)(d) (2 A) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 
REFERENCENO. 11 OF 1993 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of M/s. 
Central Coal fields Ltd. Darbhanga House. Ranchi 

AND 

Their Workmen 

PRESENT 

Sliri B.Biswas. Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers Siui D.K. \fcrmn. 

Advocate 

For the Work man/Union None 

State: Jharkhand. : Industry- . Coal 


■■..■'I Dated, theDhanbad llth November, 2003 
AWARD 

■ ■■■; By Onto No L. 20012(94)/92-IR(Coal-I) dated the 23rd 
February, 1993 the Central Government in the 
Ministry ofLabour has, in exercise of the powers concerned 
by clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section (2A) of 
Section lO.of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the 
following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the Chief of Security of 
M/s. Central Coalfields Ltd. Darbhanga House, 
Ranchi is justified in demoting Sri. P.Roy, Senior 
Wireless Operator Gr. I to Senior Wireless 
Operator Gr. II vide his Memo No. COS/HF /VJfF/ 
Estab./ 90/4819-25 dated 7-11-90 for representing 
to Director (Personnel) and to Addl. Chief 
Security Officer 1 If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled?” 

2. The case of the concerned workman, according 
to the written statement submitted by the sponsoring 
union on his behalf, in brief, is as follows. 

The sponsoring union submitted that the concerned 
workman was Wireless Operator, Gradc-I under the 
management. They submitted that there was a general 
strike in the Coal Industry in March, 1988 wherein the 
concerned workman along with others participated. 
Immediately after calling off the said strike, the General 
Manger (Adm). Issued ah order being NO. GM(A)/CCL/ 
Misc/ C/ 88/263 dated 16-3-88 placing the V.H.F and 
Wireless section under the Administrative charge of the 
Chief Security Officer. Accordingly the concerned 
workman made a representation dated 1-02-1990 to the 
Director (Personnel) setting out the grievances with a 
prayer that the said order be made null and void, but no 
response to that effect came on the part of the 
management. The concerned workman made another 
representation on 13-02-90 addressed to the Addl, 
Chief Security Officer seeking guideline but to thdt effect 
also there was no response. They submitted Ihfft on 
21-05-1990 a private message duly signed by the Private 
Secretary to the Chief of Security was brought fo'Hhe 
concerned workman for its transmission through Wireless 
system to the Senior Security Officer (B & K). Kargali/As 
under the existing rules no private message can be 
transmitted over the Wireless system, the concerned 
workman refused to transmit the same and returned back 
the message with the remark "Private Message/ They 
submitted that in view of the standing instruction the 
Wireless system is intended only for official purpose and 
should not in any case be made available to the officers or 
staff for conveying message of personal nature or relating 
to their personal problem. Inspile of knowing the norms 
the Chief of Security abused his official position to misuse 
the Wireless System for transmitting the personal and 
private message. With a view to take retaliation against 
the concerned workman the Chief of Security, Shri U.N. 
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Singh issued a charges beet to the concerned workman 


with the al legation of committing misconduct for submitting 
his representation dated 1-02-1990 directly addressed to 
the Director (Personnel) and the representation dated 
13-02-1990 addressed to Shri K.D Neogy, Add! Chief 
Security Officer and also issued a suspension order vide 
No. CCLAVireIess/Estt /90/2222-29 dated 22-05-1990 
placing him under suspension with effect ftom 23-5-1990 
and also asked him to submit his reply to the chargesheet 
w hy disciplinary action should not be taken amidst him. 
They submitted that the Certified Standing Orders (Coal 
Mines) N.C.D.C. Ltd. was certified exclusively for the mines 
of N.C.D.C as“ applicable to all mines situated in the state 
Bihar, Orissa, Madhya Pradesh and Maharashtra 
belonging to the National Development Corporation Ltd.” 
AS per Standing Order No. 1 (2) the said Standing Order 
apply only to workmen employed in any colliery or mine 
of N.C.D.C. including establishment or sections located 
w ithin the premises of a mine. They submitted that the 
concerned workman submitted his reply to the charge- 
sheet but being dissatisfied with the said reply the 
Disciplinary Authority issued order to hold enquiry 
against the concerned workman. They alleged that the 
Enquiry Officer holding a purported enquiry submitted 
report finding the concerned workman guilty to the charge 
of misconduct and in view of the report submitted by the 
Enquiry Officer the Chief of Security by an order No. COS/ 
HF/VHF/Estb./90/4819-25 dated 7-11-1990 demoted him to 
Gradc-ll Wireless Operator from Gade-1 Wireless Operator. 
Accordingly, the concerned workman through the 
sponsoring union raised an industrial dispute for 
conciliation which ultimately resulted reference to this 
Tribunal for adjudication. They submitted that the 
punishment imposed by order dated 18/22-7-1992 as a 
consequence of the Chargesheet dated 22-05-1990 is in¬ 
competent, untenable, illegal and void for which the same 
is liable to be set aside. 


Wircless/Estt790/2222-29 dated 22-5-90 and his remaining 
under suspension till the imposition of punishment of 
demotion to the post of Senior Wireless Operator Grads-II 
vide Memo No. COS/HF/VHF/Estt /90/4819-25 dated 
7-11-1990. wife recalled and he was put back on <h|ty. 
During the period of suspension he was paid subsistence 
allowance equivalent to 50% of his wages and as a result 
of the aforesaid order dated 18/22-7-1992 based on foe 
decisjpnof the Appellate Authority/Director (Personnel) 
he was paid foil wages for the period of suspension except 
the first ten days. They further submitted that in view of 
above development the dispute as referred to this Tribimal 
does not any linger survive, specially as under Sec. 10(4) 
of the. Induttrial Disputes Act, i947. They further 
submitted that as on the date of reference of the present 
case jo this tribunal no dispute, such as. the one referred 
to in the terms of reference was in existence. They’ also 
submitted foat after issuance of the aforesaid order da ted 
18/22-7-1992 the concerned workman did riot make any 
further representation or raise any other dispute. 
Accordingly, they submitted their prayer to pass order 
rejecting the claim of the concerned workman. 

4. Points to be deoded: 

“Whether the action of the Chief of Security pf 
M/s. Central Coalfields Ltd. Darbhanga House. Ranchi is 
justified in demoting Shri P Roy. Senior Wireless Open** 
Gr. I to Senior Wireless Operator Gr. II vide Ms Memo Nb. 
CQS/HF/VHF/Estab./90/4819-25 dated 7-11-90 for 
representing to Director (Personnel) and to Addl Chief 
Security Officer? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

5. FINDING WITH REASONS: 

Ft transpires from the record that neither the 
concerned workman nor the management considered 


3. The management, on the contrary, after filing 
writtqn statement have denied all the claims and allegtions 
"l>W<h tbe sponsoring union asserted in the written 
styfcment on behalf of the concerned workman. They 
sqbjniitcd that after the purported dispute was raised by 
^sponsoring union a drastic change was made in regard 
>to the matter referred to this Tribunal. The change is that 
the workman concerned, P. Roy, submitted an appeal to 
the higher management against the punishment of 
demotion awrded to him. his appeal was considered and 
t he punishment was drastically reduced to a very nominal 
and a minor punishment of confirmation of suspension of 
Shri Roy for a period of 10 days was passed by an order pf 
the Director (Personnel), and Office Qrd$r 
2823/Pcrsonal/3350/57 dated 48/22-7-92 was accordingly 
issued and implemented. Shri Roy. was also paid full wa ges 
for the rest of the period of suspension except for the first 
ten days of suspension from 23-5-1990. Simultaneously 
with the issuance of charge-sheet to him being No. COS/ 


I- “- ■ ■yp .w y wm m 

of both sides l find no dispute to hold that tbf concerned 
workman was placed under order of suspension from 
23-5-1990 in view of the Charge-sheet-cum-suspension 
order issued by the management dated 22-3-90. It is sefo 
that the management started domestic enquiry, against the 
concerned workman through Enquiry Officer being dis¬ 
satisfied with the reply given by hinu Jt further transpires 


. . ' —*-"l—*/•-re¬ 

submitted by the Enquiry Officer was found guilty and 

order of demotion to Wireless Operator Grade-II was issued 
against him. It is a dmitt ed foci that against the ssidaibtiaaty 
order passed by the.Disciplinary Authority the concerned 
workman made an Appeal before the Appellate Authority. 
The Appellate Authority after considering the appeal 
made by the concerned workman reviewed foe order Of 
punishment and passed an order to that effect vide Onto 
No. 2823/Personnal/3350-57 dated X 8/22-7-92. The order 
of the Appellate Authority is as follows: 
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of the Appellate Authority is as follows : 

•■Shri P. ROv. Sr. W.O. Gr. I was issued a Charge- 
sheet vide No. COS/Wireless/Estb./90/2222-29 dated 
22nd May. 1990, His explanation to the above charge- 
sheet being not found satisfactory, an Enquiry 
Committee was constituted vide Office Ortfer No. 
CO S/Wireless/Estb./90/2493-303 dated 13^6-90 to 
enquire into the charges as levelled against Sri. P. 
Roy. On the basis of the Enquiry 7 Committee Report 
thereby proving the charges levelled against Shri 
Roy to be true and correct. thenDistiplinary 
Authority awarded him the punishment of demotion 
to the next lower grade. 

Being aggrieved with the order of punishment 
awarded by the Disciplinary' Authority. Shri Roy 
preferred an appeal under the provision^ of Certified 
Standing Orders under which his conduct and 
Discipline is governed before the'Appellate 
Authority. ■ 

The Appellate Authority after going through the 
facts mentioned in his appeal as well as the materials 
on record during the enquiry proceedings and the 
report of the enquiry, has been pleased y> review' 
the order of punishment in respect of Shri P. Roy 
from demotion to tire next lower grade to confirmation 
of 10 day s suspension. 

Accordingly, the order of punishment awarded 
lo Shri Roy vide Office Order No. COS/ 
HF/VHF/Estb./90/4819-25 dated 7-11-90 is hereby 
rescinded and Shri Roy is awarded confirmation of 
suspension for a period of 10 days as punishment. 1 ' 

11 is seen that the Appellate Authority setting 
aside the said order of demotion only Awarded confirmation 
of suspension for a period of 10 dayi as punishment. It is 
specific claim of the management that after modifying the 
said punishment the dues have been [raid to the concerned 
w orkman which he was entitled to get. In para 26 of the 
w ritten statement the concerned workman admitted this 
fact However, he made an allegation that the management 
did not give effect to that order till the date of filing written 
statement by (he sponsoring union. The written statement 
was signed by the representative of the concerned 
w orkman on 12-4-93. It is seen from the written statement 
(hat the sponsoring union raised an industrial dispute for 
conciliation after the order of punishment pasfeed by the 
Disciplinary Authority, but before preferring appeal by 
him to the Appellate Authority. TheMmistry referred this 
dispute on 23-2-93 before this Tribunal for adjudication 
with the reference as mentioned above. The Appellate 
Authority rescinded the order of punishment issued by 
ilie Disciplinary Aurhority against the workman by an 
order dated 18/22-7-92 i.e. the said punishment was set 
aside by the Appellate Authority before referring this case 
lo this Tribunal by-the Ministry dated 23-2-1993. When 
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the said order of the Disciplinary Authority has been 
rescinded there is no soope to draw any conclusion that 
the said punishment is still in existence. Section 10(4) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act speaks that where in an order 
referring an industrial dispute to a Labour Court Tribunal 
or National Tribunal under this section or in a subsequent 
order, theappmpiale Government has specifiedfiie points 
of dispute foradjudicatioiL the Latxwr Court or Tribunal 
or National Tribunal, as the case may be, shall confine its 


Therefore, aooording to Section 10(4) the Tribunal shall 
confine to answer the reference in question and also 
matters incidental thereto. Asthedisputeas per reference 
has already been disposed of tty order of the Appellate 


workman in pant 26 of his written statement there is no 
scope to adjudicate the reference m question, only the 
Court is liable to adjudicate 4he matters incidental 


6. It is- seen that by revised order of the Appellate 
Authority the concerned workman was awarded 
confirmation QfpuBishraent fora period of ten days. It is 
the contention of the management that after passing the 
said order the concerned workman did net make any further 
representation or raised any further dispute. As regards 
matters incidental thereto, it is to be looked into whether 
that punishment order for ten days was just, proper or 
not. It has already been mentioned, according to the 
submission of the management, that the concerned 
w orkman neither submitted any representation nor raised 
any further dispute over suspension order for ten days. 
No where from the written statement submitted by the 
concerned workman ! find any whisper to that effect though 
in para 26 ofthe written statement the concerned workman 
admitted about setting aside the order of punishment 
inflicted on him by the Disciplinary 7 Authority. Record 
show's that ample opportunity was given to the concerned 
workman to substantiate his claim, but he did not consider 
necessary* to do so. There is sufficient reason to believe 
that as the order of Disciplinary Aurhority in the matter of 
punishment was Set aside by the Appellate Authority he 
did not consider pecessary to take any further step. 
Accordingly, there is no scope at all to judge that the 
Appellate Authority illegally or arbitrarily confirmed the 
suspension of the concerned workman for a period of ten 
days as punishment. 

7. Accordingly, the' concerned workman is not 
entitled toget any relief in respect ofthe matter incidental 
to the reference m question. As the dispute in view of the 
reference made by the Ministry has already been disposed 
of by order dated 18/22-7-92 issued by the Appellate 
Authority there is nb scope to answer this reference. 

In view of the observation made above the reference 
is answered. 
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B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 
^ 25 2003 

^T.3ir. 3433.— afiriifi* 3rf>#m, 1947 (1947 

7f5T 14 ) ^ tiRT 17 % 3^RtJT ft', W&K f^Ft % 

^RT«RT5(%^3; 3^3=1% <=bd<+ilft 3ppritft 

sfratfw ft W«t aMfW 3tfsmrt II 

W?^TO (TMftlgTT 148/96) ^ <M<ft t, ^Tt 

%3ffaTPTO?Ft 21-11-2003 ^mm^3TT«IT I 

[ft. ^ 20012/391/95-3?^. 3m. (ft). I)] 

" ^T. T$rt. ffm, 3T^T flfftq 

A New Delhi, the 25th November, 2003 

S.O. 3433.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 148/%) 
of tire Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court. 11-Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Tisco Lid. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 21-11 -2003. 

[No. L-20012/391/95-IR (C-I)] 

S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. Biswas, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d)of I. D. Act, 1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 148 OF 19% 

PARSES: 

1 Employers in relation to the management of 
,r ! 6&7PitsJamadobaCollieiyof 
M/s. Tisco. Ltd. and their workman 

<y 

APPEARANCES; 

On behalf of the w orkman : None. 

On behalf of the employers : Mr. D. K. \fama. 

Advocate. 

State: Jhaikhand : Industry: Coal. 

Dated, the 10th November, 2003. 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India, Miniary of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers conferred on them under Section 10( l)(d) of 


the I.D. Apt. 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. 
L-20012/391/95-IR (Coal-I). dated, the 22-11-96/26-11-%. 

SCHEDULE 

‘Whether the action of the management of 6 & 7 
Pits colliery of M/s. Tisco. in suspending Shri Noqr 
Mohammad for 5 days from 25-1-1993 is legal and justified? 
If not. to what relief is the said workman entitled?" 

2, The case of the concerned w orkman according 
to the Written statement submitted on his behalf in brief is 
as follows:— 

It has been submitted that the concerned workman 
who is a miner under the management and posted at 6 & 7 
Pits colliery went to his home on sanctioned leave for 12 
days with effect from 3-7-92. It is submitted that as the 
concerned workman fell ill he could not come back to 
resume his duty after expiry of the said leave period and to 
that effect he intimated the management supported bV 
medical certificate as and requested them to sanction sick 
leave. The concerned workman thereafter was declared 
medically fit by the doctor on 3-8-92 but he could not start 
from his home as the train w as cancelled due to accident. 
However, he came to his place of duty on 6-8-92 and 
resumed his duty It has been alleged that management oh 
25-8-92 issued a chargesheet to the concerned w orkman 
for committing misconduct under clause 19(6) of tire 
certified st anding order. The concerned w orkman though 
submitted his reply to the chargesheet management 
without accepting the same started domestic enquiry 
against him illegally and arbitrarily. Even the enquiry officer 
neither allowed him to cross-examine the management’s 
witnesses nor consider the medical certificate which he 
submitted in support of his ailment. The enqmrv officer 
thereafter submitted a perverse report holding him guilty 
to the charges brought against him and thereafter issued 
an order of suspension for a period of five days with effect 
from 25-1-93 illegally, arbitrarily and v iolating the principle 
of natural justice and for which he raised an industrial 
dispute before the ALC(C). Dhanbad for conciliation which 
ultimately resulted reference to this Tribunal 

3 Management on the contrary after filing written 
statement-cum-rejoinder have denied all the Claims and 
allegations which the concerned workman asserted in the 
written statement. They submitted that the concerned 
workman was engaged as miner with effect from 27-7-61 at 
6 & 7 Pits colliery. He was granted 12 days leave from 
3-7-92 to 16-7-92 and was duty bound to report for his 
duty on 17-9-92 but without reporting for duty 7 he started 
himself absenting from duty 7 without permission and also 
without giving any intimation to the management. They 
submitted that ultimately on 6-8-92 he reported for his 
duty along with * medical certificate dt. 3-8-92 stating that 
he was sick during the period of his absence. They 
sub.mitted that as the management was not satisfied with 
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the reason assigned by the concerned workman for his 
unauthorised absence issued chargesheet bearing No. 
72/92 dt. 17/18-8-92 for committing misconduct under 
clause 19(16) of the Company’s certified standing order. 
Thereafter management issued order for holding domestic 
enquiry against the conoemed workman and appointed 
enquiry officer to that effect. They submitted that during 
enquiry proceeding full opportunity was given to the 
concerned workman to defend his case by examining his 
own witness and also to cross-examine the management s 
witness. He also at that time did not raise any .dispute 
against the enquiry officer or the management 
representative or the procedure of enquiry' adopted by 
the enquiry' officer. They submitted that in course of 
enquiry proceeding inspite of getting ample opportunities 
he failed to produce a single prescription issued by doctor 
who treated him or a single cash memo showing purchase 
of medicine as per prescription. He also has failed to 
produce any satisfactory evidence about his ailment 
excepting the medical certificate. Accordingly, considering 
report of the enquiry' officer and also considering all other 
material aspects the management imposed him penalty of 
suspension for 5 days only giving benefit of doubt to the 
concerned workman. They submitted that they did not 
pass that order of suspension illegally, arbitrarily and 
violating the principle of natural justice and for which the 
concerned workman is not entitled to get any relief, 
according to his prayer. 

4. The points to be decided in this reference are 

"Whether the action of the management of 6 & 7 
Pits colliery of M/s. Tisco. in suspending Shri Noor 
Mohammad for 5 days from 25-1-993 is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief is the said workman 
entitled” 

FINDINGS WITH REASONS 

5. It transpires from the record that before taking 
up hearing on merit witness on the part of the-management 
was examined to consider if the domestic enquiry' held 
against the concerned workman was fair, proper and in 
accordance with the principle of natural justice. It is seen 
from the record that inspite of giving sufficient 
opportunities neither the concerned workman examined 
himself as witness nor he considered necessary to examine 
any other witness, on his behalf. The record further shows 
that order on preliminary' point was passed vide order 
No. 33 dt. 2-9-2003 and it was observed that domestic 
enquiry held against the concerned workman was fair, 
proper and in accordance with the principle of natural 
justice. 

6 . Here the point for consideration is whether the 
management have been able to substantiate the charge of 
misconduct brought against the concerned workman under 
clause 19(16) of the company’s certified standing order. It 


is also be taken into consideration if the concerned 
workman is entitled to get any relief under Section 11A of 
the I.D. Act in view of punishment imposed upon him by 
the management. Considering the evidence of MW-1 and 
also considering the feels disclosed in the pleadings of 
both sides there is no dispute to hold that the concerned 
workman was miner at 6 & 7 Pit colliery under the 
management. It is admitted that the concerned workman 
went to home on sanctioned leave for a period of 12 days 
with effect from 3-7-92 and he was supposed to join his 
duty on 17-7-92 i.e. he was allowed to enjoy leave upto 

16- 7-92. It is admitted fact that the concerned workman 
failed to join his duty on 17-7-92. i.e. after expiry of the 
sanctioned leave for 12 days. It is the contention of the 
concerned workman that during the period of his leaye be 
fell sick and for which he could resume his dutynon 

17- 7-92. He disclosed that he intimated this feet to the 
management He further disclosed that he was declared 
medically fit by his attending doctor on 3-8-92 but he could 
not join his duty immediately thereafter as the train was 
cancelled due to an accident and for which he joined his 
duty on 6-8-92. At the time of his resuming duty he 
submitted an application along with medical certificate 
issued by the doctor wherein he specifically mentioned 
the reasons for his inability to join his duty on the schedule 
date. The said petition of the concerned workman during 
enquiry proceeding was marked as Ext. ME-11. Contents 
of the said petition has supported his claim relating to his 
inability to resume his duty. It is seen that as the 
management was not satisfied “with the grounds of his 
absence from 17-7-92 to 5-8-92 issued chargesheet with 
the allegationof committing misconduct as per para 19(16) 
of the Company’s certified standing order applicable to 
workmen Para 19(16) of the Certified Standing order 
speaks. “Any employee may be suspended, fined or 
dismissed without notice or any compensation in lieu of 
notice if he is found to be guilty of misconduct for 
continuous absence without permission and without 
satisfectory cause for more than 10 days”. From the 
contention of the management it transpires that 
chargesheet for committing misconduct under para 19(16) 
was issued to the concerned workman for his remaining 
unauthorised absence for more than 10 days from 17-*7 1 92. 
It is seen that the management decided to hold domestic 
enquiry against the concerned w orkman as the reply given 
by him w as not satisfactory. The copy of the chargesheet 
during evidence of MW. 1 was marked as Ext. M-l. 
Considering the domestic enquiry' proceding papers 
marked as Ext. M-3 series I find no dispute to hold that the 
concerned workman fully participated in the same. From 
these papers I have failed to find out any material to show 
that the enquiry officer did not give him any opportunity' 
to defend his case. Accordingly, the allegation which the 
concerned workman has made against the enquiry' officer 
finds no basis at all. 

7. Now it is to be looked into if the absence of the 
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concerned workman from duty with effect from 17-7-92 to 
5-8-92 is to be considered as unauthorised absence which 
amounted to misconduct as per para 19(16) of the Certified 
Standing Order and whether the punishment imposed upon 
him was fair, proper and in accordance with the principle 
of natural justice. 

8 . It is the specific contention of the concerned 
workman that he was sick from 17-7-92 to 3-8-92 and for 
which he could not get scope to resume his duty on 
17-7-92 i.e. on the expiry of his sanctioned leave and in 
support of his claim he relied on medical certificate which 
during enquiry proceeding was marked as Ext. ME-11. He 
disclosed that due to cancellation of train for an accident 
fie Could not resume his duty on 3-8-92 and for which he 
joined his duty on 6-8-92. Therefore, it is seen that ground 
=of absence of the concerned workman appears to be two 
fold i.e. one part of his absence from 17-7-92 to 3-8-92 was 
due to his illness and the other part of his absence from 
3-8-92 to 5-8-92 was due to dislocation of Railway traffic 
for the accident. It is admitted fact that for the 1st phase 
of his absence he submitted medical certificate in support 
of his proof but for the 2nd phase of his absence he has 
failed to produce any documentary evidence. This 2nd 
phase of his absence was for three days only. The enquiry 
report submitted by the enquiry officer was marked as 
Ext. M-4. In para 3,4 & 5 ofthe enquiry report the officer 
observed as follows :— 

"Para-3 From exhibit MEII, it is evident that Sri Noor Md. 
had submitted an application along with medical 
certificate at the time of joining duty which was 
regretted. 

Para4 From exhibit ME-II, it is evident that Sri Noor 
Md. reported for duty on 6-8-92 while his medical 
certificate signifies that he was made fit on 3-8-92 
and from ME-I I, it is also evidence he has stated 
in his application at the time of joining that he 
could not reach the duty place in time as the train 
‘y was cancelled due to accident but he has no 
evidence on record to prove the same. 

J Para-5 During the enquiry, Sri Noor Md. has stated that 
i' .e he could not report for duty in time as he was 

suffering from sickness but from exhibit ME-II it 
is evident that he could not report for duty in 
time due to train accident and both the statements 
are highly contradictory and is for from fact.” 

Considering the report of the enquiry officer I have 
failed to find out any findings relying on which there is 
scope to say that medical certificate which the concerned 
workman relied on was as manufactured one and for which 
he disbelived the same before ignoring any medical 
certificate it w as the bounden duty of the Enquiry Officer 
to assign his reason to that effect. FronMhe papers of the 
enquiry proceeding. I have failed to find out any 


observation to the effect that inspite of demand the 
concerned workman failed to produce any prescription or 
Cash Memo showing purchase of medicines as per 
prescription. The findings of the enquiry officer appears 
to be contradictory and he disbelived the ground of bis 
ailment relying on the second plea taken by the concerned 
workman. The enquiry officer no where in his report 
disbelieved the medical certificate submitted by the 
concerned workman with cogent reason. According^, 
there is no scope to say that the concerned workman either 
procured the said certificate falsely or he manufactured 
the same. 

9. It is fact that the concerned workman has failed * 
to show any paper in support of his claim that he intimated 
the fact of his ailment immediately when he fell ill but for 
that reason there is no scope to disbelieve the medical 
certificate which was issued by his doctor under who$e 
treatment heTemained. As the management has failed to 
establish this fact there is no scope to say that the fact 
relating to his ailment should be disbelieved. Therefore, 
absence of the concerned workman for the period from 

17-7-92 to 2-8-92 was due to suffering from ailment and for 
which there is no scope to say that he remained absent 
unauthorisedly. Considering the facts and circumstances 
it transpires that actually the concerned workman was on 
unauthorised absence for the period from 3-8-92 to 5-8-92 
i.e. for a period of three days. Unauthorised absence for 
three days does not amount to misconduct as para 19(16) 
of the Certified Standing order and for which there is ho 
scope to issue chargesheet. 

10 . Accordingly, after careful consideration of all 
the facts and circumstances I hold that the management 
have failed to establish the charge brought against the 
concerned workman for committing misconduct under para 
19( 16) of the certified standing order. Therefore, the penalty 
which was imposed upon the concerned workman is liable 
to be set aside, considering the facts and circumstances 
discussed above there is reason* to believe that it was 
so done arbitrarily and violating the principle of natural 
justice. 

In the result, the following award is rendered:— 

‘The action of the management of 6 & 7 Pits Colliery 
of M/s. TISCO. in suspending Shri Noor Mohammad 
for 5 days from 25-1-1993 is not legal and justified- 
Consequently the suspension order imposed upon 
him is set aside and he is entitled to get full wages 
during the period of his suspension to the date of 
withdrawal of his suspension order adjusting the 
subsistence allowance if paid to him.” 

The management is directed to implement the Award 
within three months from the date of publication of the 
Award in the Gazette of Indiain the light ofthe observation 
made above. 


B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 25th November, 2003 

S.O. 3434.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby.pubhshes theaward (Ref. No. 103/98) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court. II-Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 21-11-2003. 

[No. L-20012/620/97-IR (C-I)] 
S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE (ANTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL tribunal NO. 2, AT DHANBAD 
PRESENT: 

Shri B. Biswas, Presiding Officer 

In tire Natter of on Industrial Dispute under Section 
KK l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 103 OF 1998 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. B.C-C.Us Nichitpur colliery and their workmen. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the Workman : Mr. RK. Prasad, 

President, 

Bihar Shramik 
Sangh. 

On behalf of the employers : None. 

State : Jharkhand. 

Industry : Coal 

Dated, the 11th November, 2003 
AWARD 


The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise of 



the I D. Act. 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
thisTribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. L-20012/ 
62U/97-I.R.(C-I)datedthe 13th April, 1998. 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Nichitpur Colliery of M/s. BCCL in d ismi ssi ng 
Suit. Budhani Kamin, Ex-Wbgoh Loader only 
on the ground of unauthorised absence with 
effect from 1-9-91 from the service of the 
company w.e.f. 29-10-92 is justified? If not, 

: .to what relief is the workmen concerned 
. entitled?” 

2. The case of the concerned workman according to 
Written statement submitted by the sponsoring union on 
her behalf in brief, is as fellows:— 

u r. 

The sponsoring union submitted that the concerned 
workman was a permanent miner loader at Nichijpuf; 
colliery. They alleged that on the allegation of committing 
misconduct the management dismissed her from service 
vide letter No. N/2092/92 dt 29-10-92 without giving any 
opportunity to defend her case. They alleged that before 
dismissing her from service the management neither issued 
any chargesheet to her nor served any notice of domestic 
enquiry. Accordingly they alleged that the management 
illegally, arbitrarily and violating the principles of natural 
justice dismissed her from service and for which she raised 
an industrial dispute before the ALC (C) for conciliation 
which ultimately resulted reference to this tribunal for 
adjudication. 

3. Management on the contrary after filing written 
statement-cum- rejoinder have denied all the claims and 
allegations which the sponsoring union asserted in the 
written statement on behalf of the concerned workman. 
Admitting the fact that the concerned workman was a 
permanent miner loader at Nichitpur colliery submitted that 
unauthirisedly she started herself absenting from dury for 
more than 10 days since 1-9-91 She neither gave any 
information to the management disclosing the ground of 
her such unauthorised absence nor obtained any prior 
permission for enjoying such leave. Accordingly, charge- 
sheet vide No. 1639/92 dt. 24-8-92 was issued agaiitftthe 
concerned workman under para 26-1-1 of the certified 
standing order. On the ground of committing misconduct 
for her unauthorised absence. They disclosed thafctbe 
concerned workman was not found at her local address 
the said chargesheet could not be served upon her. 
Accordingly the said chargesheet was sent to her at her 
home address on 24-8-92 by registered post with A/D but 
the same also was returned back with the comment of the 
Postal Peon "ESS NAM KA PATA NAHI CHELA" 
Consequent to that report of the Postal authority they 
published the said chargesheet in Hindu Daily Newspaper 
'Awas 1 along with the notice of enquiry. They submitted 
that even after publication of the said chargesheet and 
notice of enquiry in the said newspaper the concerned 
workman did not turn up before Enqui ry officer at the time 
of enquiry. Even she did not consider to send any 
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the chargcshcctcoaW not be handed over to her the s 


information with regard to her non appearance before the 
Enquiry officer. In the circumstances the Enquiry officer 
held domestic enquiry against her exparte and submitted 
report to the Disciplinary authority holding her guilty to 
the charges brought against her. Ttedisdpiinary authority 
thereafter, considering the report of the Enquiry officer as 
well as all other aspects disnussed the cowerned workman 
from service vide order No.N/2092/92 dt 29-10-92. 
Management alleged that previous to this incident the 
concerned workman was chargesheeted for committing 
misconduct on the ground of unauthorised absence of 
more than 10 days since 19-10-84 vide ref. 
No. N/P/717/87 dt. 25-5-87. In that case management took 
lenient view and released on giving due wanting vide letter 
No. N/6654/87 dt 22-9-87 with a view to give her chance 
fdr fliture rectification of her conduct as she begged 
uhqualified apology for conritting misconduct. They 
alleged that the concerned workman has grown up her 
habit to commit such misconduct as of her wishes. 
Accordingly they submitted that they did not commit any 
illegality- or impropriety in dismissing the concerned 
workman violating the pronciples of natural justice and 
for which she is not entitled to get any relief according to 
her prayer. 

POINTSTO BE DECIDED 

4. “Whether the action of the management of 
Nichitpur Colliery of M/s. BCCL in dismissing Smt 
Budhani Kamin. Ex-Wagoh Loader only on the 
ground of unauthorised absence with effect from 
1 -9-91 from the service of the company with effect 
form. 29-10-92 is justified? If not, to what relief is 
the workmen concerned entitled?” 

FINDING WITH REASONS 

5 It appears from the record that as management in 
spite of giving opportunities have failed to take further 
step in the matter of final hearing of this case, the same 
was taken up for exparte hearing. Considering the facts 
disclosed in the pleadings of both sides and also 
considering evidence of the conccrmed workman I find 
no dispute to hold that she was permanent miner loader at 
Nichitpur Colliery. It is the allegation of the concerned 
workman that management illegally arbitrarily and 
violating the principle of natural justice dismissed her from 
service. 

6 . On the contrary the management in their Written 
statement-cum-rejoinder disclosed that the concerned 
workman absented hereself from duty for more than 10 
days since 1 -9-91 without giving any information to die 
management. She also did not obtain prior permission for 
her leave. As unauthorised absence beyong the period of 
10 days amounts to misconduct as per para 26-1 -1 of the 
certified Standing order. Chargesheet was issued to her 
vide No. 1639/92 dt. 24-8-92 and the saute was sent to her 
local address. They submitted that in the local address as 


was sent to her home address by regasteaed poatwith A/E* 
but the same also was returned: bade being not served 
with the comment of the postal Pent to the effect thati* 
"ESS NAM KA FATA NAHTCHALA*. Accordingly/ 
management published the said chargesheet along witht 
notice of enquriy in the daily newspaper 'Awnz* but in? 
spite of publication of the said notice of ch arg e sheet the? 
concerned w o rkma n did not appear in course of hearing} 
of domestic enquiry proceeding and for which tht Ewpmy : 
Officer conducted the hearing of domestic enquiry experts 
and submitted h i s rep o r t holding the coocgrncd w orfcmaa 
guilty to the charges. Disciplinary authority considering 
the said report and also considering aB other aspects 
inctadiagher preview conduct dismissodter from s e rv ic e. 
They disclosed that previous to thisxhargc on the ground 
of committing misconduct fen unauthorised ab sen c e a 
chargesheet vide Ref No. N/P/717/87 dt 25-5-87 was: 
issued to her. On the basis of the chargesheet a domestic 
enquiry also was held against him bat at that time instead 
of inflicting punishment she was released on jiving due 
warning. It is the contention of the management thatthe, 
concerned workman was in the habit of committing such, 
misconduct k 

1. The concerned workman /.*. WW-1 during her 
evidence disclosed that in the month of September. 1991 
she fell side and for which she went to colliery hospital at 
Nichitpur for her treatment and remained under treatment 
for 10/12 days and thereafter shewasdeclared medically 
fit by the doctor of the said hospital and then she watt to 
her place of ditty with a view to resume her duty and met 
the Personnel Officer with her certificate of fit ness but the 
said Personnel Officer refuted.to allow ha to resume her 
duty. On the contrary management dismissed her from 
serv ice, on the basis ofthc report submitted by the Enqetty i 
Officer. She disclosed that before holding such enquny 
proceeding against her neither chargesheet was saved 
upon her nor any notice of enquiry was comnKmicatedJOJ 
her and for which she was deprived of defending h e r ca se. 
Considering the evidence of WW-1 i.e. tire co n cer ne d 
workman it is clear that in the month of September, 1991 
she did not attend to duty. Her contention is that she fell 
ill and remained under treatment at colliery hospital at 
Nichitpur. The defence which tire concerned workman has 
taken iu course of ter evidence appears to be a new story 
as because of the fact that in thewritten statement she did i 
not make any whisper about her ailment ami remaining 
under treat ment at NidririmrcQlteiy Hospital. Aococdrngbr 
there is sufficient reason to believe that the concerned, 
workman created fitia story fen ter own .interest wtriteahe 
deposed before thisTrihwnat Ttene ts whripcr im 

the written statement oftte concerned worinnan thafc 
Personnel Officer refused to allow ter to resume duties : 
when 10/12 day s a fte r ter rceoveiytecaiaet o ter place 
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of duty with medical certificate of fitness issued by the 
doctor of colliery hospital which she disclosed during her 
evidence. As such there is sufficient reason to believe 
that she also created this new story for her relief. No 
explanation is forthcoming what step she took when she 
was not allowed to resume her duties by the PO. 
Considering the facts an circumstances I find no dispute 
to hold that from September, 1991 till the order of dismissal 
passed on 29-10-92 the concerned workman was not 
available. Therefore, the plea taken by the concerned 
workman about the reason of her absence finds no basis 
at all. There is sufficient reason to believe that she remained 
herself absent for a long period unauthorisedly. Had that 
not been so she definitely at the very initial outset would 
try to defend herself from the allegation in question when 
domestic enquiry was started against her. 

8 . There is no dispute to hold that domestic enquiry 
was started against the concerned workman in view of 
chargesheet issued. It is seen that domestic enquiry was 
held exparte and management in their pleading explained 
why the said enquiry was held exparte against the 
concerned workman. Onus is on the management to 
establish that domestic enquiry held against the concerned 
workman was fair, proper and in accordance with the 
principle of natural justice. I find no hesitation to say that 
inspite of getting ample opportunity the management did 
not consider necessary to submit paper relating to 
domestic enquiry or to adduce evidence in support of the 
same. They have also failed to produced the newspaper 
to show that copy of chargesheet and enquiry notice were 
published in the newspaper. As such there is no scope to 
accept the contention of the management that chargesheet 
and copy of enquiry notice were duly served upon the 
workman. Before holding domestic enquiry exparte against 
any workman onus absolutely rests on the management 
to establish that they exhausted all processes in the matter 
of issuance of chargesheet and enquiry notice to the 
delinquent workman before the Tribunal in course of 
hearing. I find no hesitation to say that the management 
inspite of getting sufficient opportunities have failed to 
perform duties on their part. They also did not consider 
necessary to submit the domestic enquiry paper for perusal 
of this Tribunal. Accordingly, relying on the facts discloses 
in the written statement-cum-rejoinder submitted by the 
management there is no scope at all to uphold the charge 
brought against the concerned workman. 

9. It is fact that concerned workman was absent 
from the month of September, 1991 till the order of dismissal 
passed against her. In view of my discussion above I am 
of the view that the concerned workman has failed to 
explain to the satisfaction of this Tribunal that under 
compelling circumstances she had to remain here self absent 
from duty. The concerned workman has also failed to submit 
any paper to show that she informed the reason of her 
absence to the management. The plea of her ailment which 


she took in course of her evidence cannot be accepted as 
it was not her case which she made out in her written 
statement. It is fact that medical papers on prayer of the 
concerned workman were called for from the Medical 
Officer, Nichitpur Colliery, in course of this case. As the 
said papers have not been produced there is no reason to 
uphold the contention of the workman that she was 
actually lying ill during the period in question. 

10. However, as the management have failed to 
establish that domestic enquiry held against the concerned 
workman was fair, proper and in accordance with the 
principle of natural justice and also as the management 
have failed to establish the charge brought against the 
concerned workman there is sufficient reason to d^aw 
conclusion that order of dismissal passed against the 
concerned workman is liable to be vitiated and she deserved 
to get her reinstatement in service. 

In the result, the following Award is rendered:— 

“The action of the management of Nichitpur Colliery 
of M/s. BCCL in dismissing Smt. Budhani Kamin, 
Ex-Wagon Loader only on the ground of 
unauthorised absence with effect from 1-9-91 from 
the service of the company with effect from 29-10-92 
is not justified. Consequently, she is entitled to be 
reinstated to her original post with 25% back wages 
from the date of receipt of this reference for 
adjudication by this Tribunal. However, she will be 
entitled continuity of service from the date of her 
dismissal to the date of her reinstatement.” 

The management is directed to implement the Award 
within three months from the date of publication of the 
Awardin the Gazette of India in the light of the observation 
made above. 

B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer. 

M fefr, 25 2003 
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New Delhi, the 25 th November, 2003 

S.O. 3435.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 108/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
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Court, II-Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 21-11 -2003. 

[No. L-20012/559/2000-IR (C-I)] 
S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, ATDHANBAD 
PRESENT: 

ShriB. Biswas, Presiding Officer 

In the natter of Industrial Disputes under Section 
J 10(l)(d)oftheI.D. Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 108 of 2001. 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. B.C.C.L. and their workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the Workman : Mr. N.G. Aran, 

Authorised 

Representative 

ROMS. 

On behalf of the employers ; Mr. D.K. \ferma. 

Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand. 

Industry : Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad the 6th November, 2003 
AWARD 

The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers conferred on them under Section 10( l)(d) of 
the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. L-20012/ 
559/2lOOO(C-I) dated 22nd March, 2001. 

SCHEDULE 

r F 

* r “Whether the demand of the Union for 
regularisation of Sri Prithbi Chouhan as Cap 
Lamp Clerk in Gr. Ill from 1987 is proper and 
justified? If so, to what relief the concerned 
workmen entitled?” 

2. In this reference both the parties appeared 
through their respective authorised representatives, but 
failed to file W. S. It reveals from the record that the instant 
reference is pending for filing W. S. by the parties since 
23-4-2001 although sufficient opportunities were given to 
them. Therefore, there is reason to believe that they are 
not interested to proceed with the instant reference. Under 
such circumstances, a 'No dispute' Award is rendered and 
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the instant reference is disposed of on the basis of 'No 
dispute' Award presuming non-existence of any inudstrial 
dispute between the parties. 

B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer. 

25 ^ 2003 
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New Delhi, the 25th November, 2003 

S.O. 3436. —In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 99/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribuhal/Labonr 
Court, II-Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government oh 21 -11-2003. 

[No. L-20012/55 l/2000-IR (C-I)] 

S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (Na2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. BISWAS, Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial dispute under Section 
I0( l)(d) of the I.D. Act., 1947. 

Reference No. 99 of 2001 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. BCCL and their workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman : Smt . Shanichari the 

concerned workman. 

On behalf of the employers : Mr. S. N. Ghosh, 

Advocate. 


State: Jharkhand 


Industry: Coal. 
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Dhanbad, the 6th November, 2003. 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise of 
the powers conferred on them under Section 10(l)(d) of 
the I D. Act. 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. L-20012/ 

551/2000(C-I), dated, the 22/26/3/2001. 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the demand of the RCMS from the 
management of M/s. BCCL for employment to Smt. 
Shanichari Devi as the dependent of Late Baij Nath 
Bhuia is fair and justified? If so, to what relief is said 
Smt. Shanichari Devi entitled?” 

2. In this reference both the parties appeared and 
filed their respective W.S. Subsequently, when the case 
was fixed for hearing the petitioner by filing a petition 
submitted her prayer to close the case on the ground 
stated therein. Learned Advocate for the management 
raised no objection on the prayer made by the petitioner. 
Heard both sides. The petition is considered and allowed. 
Accordingly, the instant reference case is disposed of on 
the basis of no dispute award. 

B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 

^ 25 2003 

3ST.3IT. 3437.—1947 (1947 
14) ^ sffrt 17 % 

% % sfa 4'^ ^Nrrff % 

.yd^TTrrll 97/2001) raPw 

f, 21-11-2003^^^ I 

[■*?. T^T. 20012/550/2000-^. 3?R. (#. I)] 
TT^T. T^?. ’Em, 3TCR 
New Delhi, the 25th November, 2003 

S.O. 3437.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishesthe award (Ref. No. 97/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court. II-Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of BCCL and their worieman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 21-11 -2003. 

[No. L-20012/550/2000-IR (C-I)] 
S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT; 

SHRIB. BISWAS, Presiding Officer. 


In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 

Reference No. 97 of 2001 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. BCCL and their workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman : Mr. K. N. Singh, 

Advocate. 

On behalf of the employers : Mr. S. N. Sinha, 

Advocate. 

State: Jhaikhand Industry: Coal. 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 6th November, 2003 
AWARD 

The Govt of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise of 
the powers conferred on them under Section 10( l)(d) of 
the I. D. Act, 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. L-20012/ 
550/2000 (C-I), dated, the 22/26-3-2001. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
BCCL in not correcting the date of birth of Sri 
Chandra Mohan Munda as 28-5-1954 is fair and 
justified? If not, to what relief is the concerned 
workman entitled?” 

2. In this reference a Memorandum of settlement 
was filed by the parties under their signature. I heard both 
the side on the said Memorandum of settlement and I 
have also gone through the terms of settlement. 1 find that 
the terms of settlement are fair, proper and in accordance 
with the principles of natural justice. Accordingly I accept 
the same and pass an Award in terms thereof which forms 
part of the Award as annexure. , r 

B. BISWAS, Presiding OffSter 

25^=^,2003 

3438.—1947 (1947 
14) *ITTT 17 % 3T5^T fcnfrl 7TFSTC 

MW sfa 

i&fa i aiidPw* ^ 

(wiTrisqr 

216/99) t, ^ ^ 

21—11 —2003 '5IT T ^l'^3fTT I 

[T?. Wt- 20012/579/98-3??^. 3TR. (#. 1)] 
TT^T. TT^f. ypm, 3?^T 




[VFTII—'3(ii)] 


20, 2003/2fra?m 29, 1925 


New’Delhi, the 25th November, 2003 

S.O. 3438.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 216/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court II-Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of CMPDIL and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 21-11-2003. 

[No. L-20012/579/98-IR (C-I)] 

S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

j, BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NG.2) AT DHANHAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. BISWAS, Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
lQ(l)(d)oftheI.D. Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 216 of 1999 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of 
CMPDIL and their workman 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman : None. 

On behalf of the employers : None. 

State: Jharkhand Industry: Mine Planning 

Dated. Dhanbad. the 6th November, 2003 

ORDER 

The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise of 
the powers conferred on them under Section 10(l)(d) of 
the I. D Act. 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. 
L-2ti0rl2/579/98-IR(C-I). dated, the 17th May, 1999. 

SCHEDULE 

KYA SHRI INDU MODAK V3DHAI CANTEEN 
KEY KARMKAR HONEY KE NATEY CMPDIL 
KEY SIDHEY KARMAKAR MANEY JANEY 
CHAHIYA? YADI HA TO IS SAMBANDH MEY 
KYA DINANK 15-6-98 SEYTHEKEKI SAMAPTI 
PAR UNKI SEVA SAM APT A KIYA JANA 
VIDHIBAT EVAM NAVASANGAT HAI YADI 
NAHI TO KARKAR KIS RAHAT KEY PATRA 
HAI?" 

2, In this reference neither ctf the parties turned up 
before this Tribunal. It is seen from the record that the 
instant reference was received bv this Tribunal on 10-6-99 
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S f-v ■ ' 

and since then it is pending for disposal. Registered 
notices and show cause notices were issue^rto the 
workman as well as the management but inspire of the 
issuance of notices they foiled to him up. Intesms o£Rple ; 
lOBofthel. D. CentralRules, 1957 submission of W. S. by 
the concerned workman within 15 days is a mandatory 
one. The concerned workman not only violated the said 
provision of the Rules but also did not consider necessary 
to give any response to the notices issued by this Tribunal. 
In natural course the question which will arise is what will 
be the fate of the reference made by the Ministry for its 
disposal. The reference is made on the basis, of dispute 
raised by the concerned workman/union. Naturhlli 
responsibility rests with the concerned workihan/unio^ 
and the management to assist the Court to disfese of <h4 
reference in issue on merit. In view of the dec&n ofihi 
Hon’ble Apex Court reported in 2002(94) ELR 624 it witf 
not be just and proper to pass ‘No dispute’ AWd whed 
both the parties remain absent. There Is also no scope fo 
answer the reference on merit in absence of any W.S. and 
available documents. There is no dispute to hold that when 
any reference is made it is expected to be disposed of on 
merit but when the partite do not take any step or do not 
consider even to file W.S. such expectation*>*fcspose of 
the reference on merit comes to an pad. It is nefexppeted 
that for years together the Court will persue the mattej, 
suo moto with the expectations for appearance for mu 
workman and the management inspite of issuance of 
registered notices. As per I. D. Act foe workman excepting 
under provision of Section 2A is debarred from raising 
any industrial dispute. The disputes are mainly raised by 
the union for their workman. These' unions inspite of 
receiving notices do not care to appear before the Court 
for the interest of the workman and as a result they have 
been deprived of getting any justice until and unless the 
attitude of the union is changed I consider that this 
uncalled for situation wilt persist. Definitely it is the duty 
of the Court to dispose of the reference on itierit btit ft 
depends on the cooperation of both sides. Herefhe record 
will clearly expose that sufficient opportunities had been 
given to the workman/union but yielded no rtetiltflStii 
attitude shows clearly that the workman side is-noi 
interested to .proceed with the hearing of the case for 
disposal on merit. 

* ••• 

Under the facts and circumstances, I also do not 
find any sufficient reason to drag on the ca sc for an 
indefinite period. Accordingly as there is no scope tq 
dispose of the reference in question on merit, the same is 
closed. 

-Jl.BISWAS, Presiding Officer 
' 25 Tim, 2003V -? 

W 3439.-T(1947 
14) Tfi vm 17 % 9*3^3, frq fl q 


3648 GI/03-11 
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7737? 3RFp*T 

-3 Wfri sNtfroiap^'S stftrari'f 

II. SPRTC^T^rR (W$1T®1T 142/99)^WlfW^Rtft t, 
21 - 11 - 2003^^^*111 

[ri. T?JT- 20012/284/98-3^. StK. (^t.-I) ] 
tt*t. ip?n 5 

New Delhi, the 25th November, 2003 

S iQ. 3439.—-In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 142/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court. Il-Dhanbadnow as shown in;the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 21-11-2003. 

[No.L-20012/284/98-IR (C*I)| 

S S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

5 BEFORE THE GEN'rRAL'GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (Na2) AT'DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRI B BISWAS, Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10( 1 )(d) Of the I.D. Act. ,> 1947. 

Reference No. 142 of 99 

PARTIES: 

Emptoy efs in relation to the management Of the 
Gen. Manager Lodna Area Of M/s. BCCL and 
their workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the w orkman : None. 

On behalf of the employers : Shri R. R. Prasad 

State : Jharkhand Industry Coal. 

■ Du ted. the 6th November. 2003 
AWARD 

Tlve.Govi. of India. Ministry of Labour, in exercise of 
the powers conferred on them under Section I0(l)(d) of 
!the I D. Act. 1947 lias referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal Tor adjudication vide their Order 'No. 
L-200I2/284/98/IR(CM-I). dated, the 9th February, 4 999. 

SCHEDULE 

■'Whether: the action of the management of Lodna 
Area of M/s. BCCL in dismissing Md. IrfanMotor 
Winder w.eT. 25-4-97from the service of the company 
is justified? If mot. -to what relief the workman is 
entitled’*'’ 


{Part II—Sec. 3 (ii)] 


2. In this reference a settlement petition has been 
filed by the parties under their signature. I heard on the 
said petition Of settlement and I find that the terms 
contained therei n are fair,, proper and in accordance with 
the principles of natural justice. Accordingly 1 accept the 
said settlement and pass an Award in terms thereof which 
forms part of the Award as Annexure. 

B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 

FORM-H 
(See Rule-58) 

MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMENT ARRIVE AT 
BETWEEN THE MANAGEMENT OFLODNA AREA OF 
M/S BCCL AND THEIR WORKMAN REPRESENTEDBY 
RASHTRIYA COLLI ARY MAZDOORSANGH. 


Representing Management 

1. ShriM.D. Singh 
Dy. Chief Personnel 
Manager.Lodna Area. 

2 ShriS.K. Sinha 
PersonnelManager. 

• Lodna Area 


Representingllnion/ 

workman 

1. Sliri Satendra Singh, 
Area Secretary, Rems, 
Lodna Area 

2. Md. Infran, 

Ex-Motor Winder, 
Lodna Power 
House. 


3 Shri H Suren. Deptt. 

PersonnelManager, 

Lodna Colliery. 

SHORT RECITAL OF THE CASE 

Md. Irfan S/o'Md. Yasin, Ex-Motor Winder,;Lodna 
Power Blouse Lodna Colliery,'RNo. 877894 was dismissed 
fromthe servieeof the company for repairs and disorderly 
behaviour on and from 24-4-1997. An I.D.wasraisedby 
him before the ALC(C), Dhanbad which was ended in 
failure. The matter was subsequently referred to for 
acljudication and same is, pending before the Tribunal. 

His case was taken up by the RCMS union at 'ftqes. 
level and after discussion on several dates the competent 
authorhy is kmd enough to according his approval for 
reinstatement of Shri Md. Irfan for the following terms and 
conditions. The approval has been communicated vide 
letter No. BCCL/PERIR/RESIST/2001/10522-25 dated 11/ 
14 ^ 12-2001 issued under the signature of General 
Manager, (PERS) BCCL, Koyla Bhawan, Dhanbad. 

TERMS OFSETTIEYEENT 


1 Md. Irfan has been found fit for duty :by the Medica 1 
Board, Lodna vide Ref. ‘No. BGCL'GM'LA. PER: 
EST:MED2e02:16dated2-L20Q2. 

2. He has not withdrawn his CMPF accumulation nor 
gratuity so far as eertifiedvide letter No. BCCL:L: ; PM:2002: 
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14 dated 3-1-2002 issued by the Personnel Manager, Lodna 
Colliery. 

3. The workman has already submitted one written 
undertaking dated 23-1-2002 that he ill not continue his 
case at tribunal or any of the court and the management 
will also follow the same. 

4; The workman has already submitted one written 
undertaking dated 22-2-2002 that he will discharge his duty 
with full loyallty to the best interest of the company and 
will not indulge in any of the misconduct after resumption 
of duty. 

5. The identity of the workman has been established 
by the Personnel Manager, Lodna Colliery. 

1 6. He shall not by entitled for any wages for monetary 
benefit whatsoever, for the period of idleness i.e. from 
the date of his dismissal to date of joining duty shall treated 
as dies-non. He shall be entitled to annual increment 
only after completion of one year service after his 
reinstatement. 

7. His continuity of service for the purpose of payment 
of gratuity’ shall be allowed. 

8. The pension scheme shall be applicable for him if he 
is a member of the said scheme. 


9. He will be posted at Bastacolla Area. 

Both the parties after going through the consent of 
the settlement put their signature. 


On behalf ofthe management 

On behalf of the union/ 
workman 

(M.D. SINGH) 

(SATENDRA SINGH) 

Dy Chief Personnel Manager 

Area Secretary, RCMS. 

Lodna Area 

Lodna Area. 

(S. K. SINHA) 

(M D. IRFAN) 

Personnel Manager. 

Ex-Motor Winder, 

* Lodna Area 

Lodna Power House. 

(H. SUREN) 

personnel Manager, 

Deptt 

3 t ,, Lodna Area 

h 1 Dated: 

Witness—Sd / 


^i 2531RT, 2003 


gjr.asr. 3440.—Pw srfaftrim, 1947 (1947 
14) tanrr 17 % 

^rftr^Til. 34/2001) nft 

wi t, nfr 21-11-2003 ^iJF?r§3?T«ni 

[ri. VJR.- 20012/361/99-3?^: 3tK; (*ft. -I)] 

TiTf. TiTt. Tpn, 3rqrrd^t 


Ne\v Delhi, the 25th November. 2003 

S.O. 3440.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the. Central 
Government hereby publishes theaward (Ref. No. 34/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, II-Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the, employers in relation to 
the management of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Govemmenton 21-11-2003: 

| No. L-20012/36 l/99dR(C-i)J 

S. S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (N& 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRI B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d) of the I.D< Act.. 1947. 

Reference No. 34 of; 2001 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of 
Patherdih Coal Washery of M/s. BCCL and their 
workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman : Mr. K. C hakravort>\ 

Advocate. 

On behalf of the employer s: Mr. S: N Sinha. 

Advocate. 

State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal. 

Dated! Dhanbad. the 6th November. 2003 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India. Ministry of Labour, in exercise of 
the powers conferred on them under Section 10( 1 )(d) of 
the I. D Act, 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. L-20012/ 
26 l/99-(C-I), dated, the 2nd February. 2000. 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management ofWashery 
of BCCL in dismissing Shri Srilal Hansda from the 
services of the company with effect from 11 -10-98 is 
justified? If not. to what relief the workman is 
entitled?*’ 

2. In this reference both the parties appeared 

through their learned Advocates but did nokfile WS. on 

their behalf The attitude of the parties shows clearly that 
they are not interested to proceeding with the hearing of 
the case.'Under such circumstances an inference can easily 
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be drawn that no dispute is existing between them. 
Accordingly 1 'a No dispute' is rendered and the instant 
reference is disposed of on the basis of 'No dispute* Award 
presuming non-existence of any industrial dispute 
between the parties, presently. 

B. BISWAS. Presiding Officer 

25 2003 

^T.31T. 3441.—3?|SJ|P|+ \iw\$ 3#rfwr, 1947 ..(1947 
14) ^ mni7%% 

% uw vhsm 114/1998) t, 

21 -11 -2003mi 

[TZ. ^.*20012/494/97-31^ 31R Crit-I j] 

ttr Tp<n, 3rat 

New Delhi, the 25th No\-ember. 2003 

S.O. 3441 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the aw ard (Ref No. 114/98) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-II. Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
die management of ECL and their workntaq.which was 
received by the Central Government on 21-11-2003. 

INo. L-20012/494/97-IR (C-T)] 

S. S. GUPTA. Under Secy . 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (No. 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRI B. BISWAS. Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
H)(l)(d)of the I D. A#. 1947 

Reference No. 114 of 1998 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of Khoodia 
, Colliery of M/s. ECL and their workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman None. 

Oil behalf of the employers : Mr. B. M. Prasad. 

. .. . . ' . .. . ..Advocate. v . ,, ,, 

• State Jharkhand • . •' - Industry : Coal. 

Dated. Dhanbad. the 6th November. 2003 


The Govt, of India. Ministry of Labour, in exercise of 
the powers conferretj on them under Section 10(l)(d) of 
the I.D. Act. 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No, L-20012/ 
494/97-IR(C-I). dated the 13th April. 1998, 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of Khoodia 

Colliery' of ECL in stopping- Sri Kurban Mia from 

duty with effect from 23-5-96 is justified? If not. to 

. what rel ief is the workman entitled 1 " 

2. In this reference neither the concerned workman 
nor his representative appeared. How ever though ' Die 
management side appeared through their learned 
Advocate, did not file their W. S. It is seen from the record 
that the instant reference w;as received by- this Tribunal 
on 23-4-98 and since then it is pending for disposal. As 
the concerned workman failed to appear before this 
Tribunal, registered notices were issued to the workman 
side but inspite of the issuance of notices they failed to 
appear before this Tribunal. They also did not even 
respond to the notices issued by this Trib.unal. In natural 
course the question w ill arisewhat w ill be the fate of the 
reference made by the Ministry for its disposal. The 
reference is made on the basis of the dispute raised by the 
concerned workman/union. Naturally responsibility rests 
with the concerned workman/union to assist the Court to 
dispose of the reference on merit. In view of the decision 
of the Hoiyble Apex Court reported in 2002(94) FLR 624 it 
will not be just and proper to pass 'No dispute' Aw ard 
when both the parties remain absent. There is also no 
scope to answer the reference on merit in absence of any 
W.S. and available documents. There is no dispute to 
hold that w hen any reference is made it is expected to be 
disposed of on merit but when the parties do not take any 
step or do not consider even to file written statement 
documents such expectation to dispose of the reference 
on merit comes to an end. It is not expected that for years 
together the Court will persue the matter suo motpifith 
the expectations for appearance of the workman inspite of 
issuance of registered notices. As per I.D. Act the workman 
excepting under provisions of Section 2 A is debarred from 
raising any industrial dispute. The disputes are mainly 
raised by the Union for their.workmen. These unions 
inspite of receiving notices do not care to appear before 
the Court for the interest of the workman and as a result 
they have been deprived of getting any justice. Until and 
iiMess the attitude of the union is changed. I consider 
that this uncalled for situation w ill persist. Definitely it is 
the duty of the Court to dispose of the reference on merit 
but it depends on the cooperation of both sides. Here the 
record will clearly expose that sufficient opportunities had 
been given to the workman/union but. y lelded no result. 
This attitude show s clearly that the workman side is not 
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interesteed to proceed with the hearing of the case for 
disposal on merit. 

Under the facts and circumstances, I also do not 
find any sufficient reason to drag on the case for an 
indefinite period. Accordingly as there is no scope to ^ 
dispose of the reference in question on merit, the same is 
closed. 


B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 
fact'll, 28 2003 

^T.3ir. 3442.—aiWlPicfc fqqiq srfqfatiq, 1947 (1947 
^T r 14) ^ WI17%OTfWT 

t, # *Ft 25-11-2003 

7T<T^3TT zr\ 


AND 


The Director of Postal Services, 
C/o. Post Master General, 

Southern Region, Madurai-625002. 




SCE: 


Order No. L-40012/228/94-IR(DU) 
dated 27-128-12-95 Ministry of Labour, 
Govt, of India, New Delhi. 


This dispute coming on for final hearing on Friday, 
the 12th day of September 2003, upon perusing the 
reference, Claim and Counter statement and all other 
material papers on record and upon hearing th e arguments 
of Smt. S. Jothivaru, advocate appearing for the workman 
and the Management being absent and set exparte, ?id 
this dispute having stood over till this day for 
consideration, this Tribunal made the following. 

AWARD 


[*?. TTH-40012/228/94-311$ 31* (^) ] 

New Delhi, the 28th November, 2003 

S.O. 3442.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Industrial 
Tribunal, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Deptt. of Post and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 25-11-2003. 

[No. L-40012/228/94-IR (DU)] 

B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL TAMIL 
NADU, CHENNAI-104 

, \ Thursday, the 25th day of September, 2003 

PRESENT: 

*:■ i 

f p Thiru V K. Thirunauikkarasu, B. Com. B. L., 
Industrial Tribunal 

Industrial Dispute No. 9 of 1996 

(In the matter of dispute for adjudication Under 
Section 10(1) (d) of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 
between the Workman and the Management of The 
Director of Postal Services, Southern Region, 
Madurai-625002). 

BETWEEN: 

Shri M. Murugan. 

IB Nachi Nagar Street, 

Virudhunagar-626001 


The Govt, of India, has referred the following issue 
for adjudication by this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of the Pfest 
Department in terminating the service of Sri 
M. Murugan w.e.f. 16-3-93 is justified? If not, to 
what relief he is entitled?’* 

2. The Claim statement was filed by the Petitioner. 
Counter statement was filed by the Respondent. 

3. The Respondent remained absent and has been 
set exparte. On behalf of Petitioner/workman, Exs. W1 to 
W9 were marked by consent. On behalf of Respondent/ 
Management, Exs. Ml to MI 2 were marked by consent 

4. The petitioner Sh. M. Murugan was appointed as 
Short Duty Postal Assistant at Virudhunagar Division. Bx. 
W1 dt. 5-4-91 is the copy of the Charge Memo Ex. W2 
dt 10-11-91 is the copy of the order permitting the petitioner 
to join duty. Ex. W3 dt. 2-12-91 is the copy of the Presenting 
Officer’s brief. Ex. W4 dt. 16-12-91 is the copy of the 
Defence brief. Ex. W5 dt. 18-3-92 is the copy of the Enquiry 
Officer’s report. Ex. W6 dt. 154-94 is the copy of the 
representation against the Inquiry Officer’s report. Ex. 
W7 dt. 8-7-92 is the copy of the Order of punishment. Ex. 
W8 dt. 11-7-92 is the copy of Appeal submitted by the 
petitioner Ex. W9dt. 16-3-1992 is the copy of the Appellee 
order. The petitioner left the office on 8-1-1991. He his 
reported for duty on 10-3-91. But he was permitted to 
rejoin the duty only on 25-3-91. A Charge memo was issued 
to the petitioner on 54-91 under the original of Ex. WI. 
The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices, Madurai City 
Division was appointed as Disciplinary Authority by the 
management On 5-6-1991 Th. M. Chelliah was appointed 
as Enquiry Officer. Th. U. Venkatesan was appointed is 
the Presenting Officer. The petitioner nominated Th. C. 
Ramachandran as his Defence Assistant to defend the 
case and the enquiry was commenced on 18-6-91. The 
prosecution examined 5 witnesses and the petitioner 
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examined two witnesses. The prosecution submitted 
iis Written brief by the Presenting officer on 2-2-1991. 
The petitioner submitted his Statement of Defence on 
16-12 -91. The enquiry officer submitted his enquiiy report 
on 10-1 -1992. It is an admitted feet that the enquiry officer 
i n his E nquirv report has at no where stated that whether 
the charges levelled against the petitioner were proved or 
not. The Enquiry officer submitted another report on 18- 
VI992. It shows that the charges levelled against the 
petitioner were proved and the petitioner was asked to 
submit his explanation against the Second Enquiry report 
by letter dated 18-3-92. The petitioner submitted his 
explanation on 15-4-92. The 2nd Respondent has passed 
die order on 8-7-92 imposing the punishment of Removal 
from sen ice with immediate effect. Aggrieved by the order 
of the 2nd respondent, the petitioner preferred an appeal 
on 11-7-92 On 16-3-93 the removal order has been 
modified. The Punishment of removal from service is 
modified as compulsory retirement. 

5 The petitioner remained absent from 8-1 -1991 to 
24-3-9 1 The charge memo shows that the petitioner failed 
lo maintain absolute integrity and devotion.to duty. The 
case of the petitioner is that he has not committed any 
offence that too only absent himself duty from 8-1-91 to 
10-3-91 that to the extraordinary circumstances out of his 
control and therefore is no monetary loss to the 
Government, since the fresh amount was made good by 
the father of the petitioner and as such, removal from 
sen ice modified into Compulsory' retirement amounts to 
non-consideration excesssive. and in violation of the 
principles of natural justice. The petitioner was not 
supplied with copiesof documentsenlisted in Annexure- 
111 of Articles of charges and even after the request made 
by the petitioner, he was not issued the same and as such 
the petitioner has been denied reasonable opportunity 
during the conduct of the enquiry' in defending his case. 

11 is an admitted fact that the Enquiry officer at the time of 
issuance of the second enquiry report has not cancelled, 
the first enquiry report issued by him and as such; the 
Enquiry report submitted by' the Enquiry officer is in 
violation of the principles of natural justice. 

6. It is an admitted fact that the lockenvas not opend 
in the presence of any of the local or outside witnesses 
and as such, holding the charge against the petitioner 
w ith regard lo the misappropriation and oncreditof money, 
is noi legal. The above facts will show that the petitioner 
is not an erred official. The above focts will show that the 
domestic enquiry was not conducted in a fair and proper 
manner. Hence the orders of removal from sendee and 
compulsory retirement is not legal. The action of the 
management of the Postal department in terminating the 
scmccof the petitioner Th. M. Murugan. w.e.f 16-3-93 is 
not justified. This point is answered-against the 
respondent management. 


7. In the result: award.is passed 1 holding that the 

action of the management of the Postal, department: in 1 
terminating the service of Shri M. Murugan w.e.f 16-3-93 
is not justified The petitioner/workman is entitled to be 
reinstated with backwagcs. continuity of service and all 
other attendant benefits. Award is passed! accordingly. 
No costs. 

Datedat Chennai. th is 25th day of September 2003 
THIRD V.K. THIRUNAVUKKARASU. Industrial TYibunal 
WITNESSES EXAMINED 
For Both sides: None 


For Workman : 

. .j 

Ex.Wl/5-4-91 : 

Memo of charges issued to 
petitioner-worker 

(Xerox) 

copy 

R\.W2/HM1-91 : 

Qrderpermitting joining 
duty of pctitioneer-worker 

- 

Ex.W3/2-l 1-91 : 

Written brief of presenting 
officer 

- 

Ex. W4/16-12-91 : 

Letter from petitionerunion 
to the Respondent 
management 


RvW5/l8-3-92 : 

Inquiry officer ’s report 

- 

Ex. W6/15-4-92 : 

: Representation by the 
petitionerunion against 
Inquiry officer’s report 

' 

RvW7/8-7-92 

: Dismissal order 

... 

Ex. W8/11-7-92 

: Appeal preferred by the 
petitionerworker against 
the dismissal order 

■*“' 

Ex.W9/16-3-93 

: Order of Appellate 
Authority 

f » 

For Management: 

i?i-: 

f. i i 

Ex. Ml/30-7-2002 

: Counter statement filedby 
Respondent management 

(X^eox) 

copy 

EX.M2/294-91 

: Charge memo issuedito 
petitioner-worker 

- 

E\.M3/-3-92 

: Report of Enquiry officer 

?* 

ExM4/8-7-92 

: Pnxjeedingsof S.SjP.Os;, 
Madurai Divn. 

r;;....; 

Ex.M5/l 1-3-93 

: Proceedings ofP.M G.. 
Mudrai 


E\.M6/ -7-94 

: Petition filed by Petitioner 
worker 

' - 
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ExM7 — : Co^nients on the petition (Xerox) 

offered by DPS. O/o Post copy 
Master General, Madurai 

Ex.M8/>10-94 : Rejoinder filed by the „ 

Petitioner worker 

ExM9 — : Comments on the Rejoinder „ 

offered by DPS. 

O/oPostmaster General, 

Madurai 

Ex.M 10/ -2-3000 : Claim statement filed by „ 

Petitioner worker 

Ex Mi l — : Comments on the Claim „ 

statement Offered by the 
SSPOs, Virudhunagar 
Division. 

E\M12 — : Brief History offered by 

the SSPOs. Virudhunagar 
Division. Virudhunagar 

8‘fiW**R, 2003 

W.3TT. 3443.—%^ "RRER t fa ctWsa 
i^T f fa «Ht*lcil UTlPl *f ^ fa& suUilPw 
1947 (1947 14) ^ TJ*RT 3^41 

yfafa 04 % Pift^ fam rrt t, ^ % 

tnifrRf Nlfafi Pb4i ^tptt i 

am: am, aMPw fans addPm, 1947 (1947 4>r 

14 ) VRT2 % WJS Cs) %'3R-1*n»5 (6 ) W MW VlPw4f 
^ 3RlR ^ "35W : 3 i at 7 T 3Tfdfwt 

% '5P1TR d W. ^Htw ^TcTPlfd % 

[ W 3M TTTT-11017/ 2/97 ~3TT^. 3TR ( ) ] 

Rfa, d^ttr Rpqq 

■New Delhi,the 8th December, 2003 

SiO. 3443.—Whereas the Central Government is 
satisfied that the public interest required that the services 
in the Coal Industry Which is covered by item 04 of the 
ffirirt Scheduled the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 
1947). should be declared tobe a public utility service for 
the purposes Of the said Act. 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub clause (vi) of clause (n) of sections of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 1947. the Central Government hereby 
declares with immediate effect the said industry to be a 


public utility service for the purposes of the said Act for 
period of six months. 

[No. S-l 1017/2/97-IR(PL! 

J. P. PATI. Jt. Secy. 

M fe#, 9 tWRT, 2003 

^5T.3H. 3444.~- c h4 J c|l(l W ~ 4h Tf SfTfapRFt, 1948 (1948 
*R34) RRT 4 5RT *iPmql WIRTRT 
TRcRR RTH^RT fafa 11 WRt, 2000 RR?T % 
^ T R I N R P F, SPT-II, 15F5 3 (ii)d wftm RRtT RRfiR% m 
RWRT ^ 04 TOtl, 2000 ^ 3Tf*R£^TT ^.en. 

32 (31) d fV'iiPfcfl twilqi % : 

d IRTfaR TR4R1 

hi^kii yim P»4 I*mi *PichY% mintfl d rrt4 (^) % 

*Kq>K ski Pty°ro 5^41^239 

PtHfdPatl yf*(lV 

“sftirtT. ^Hp143, 

RJR *b)<R, 144-T^T.#. itR, 

[^^•^.-16012/01/96-^1.^.-1 ] 
R^4t1l TTR, 3iq< 

New Delhi, the 9th December. 2003 

S O. 3444. —In exercise of the pow ers conferred by 
Section 4 of the Employees’ State Insurance Act. 1948(34 
of 1948), the Central Government hereby makes the 
following amendments in the notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Labour No. 32(E). 
dated the 4th January. 3000 published in the Gazette «f 
India. Extraordinary. Part II. Section 3 (ii) dated the 1.1th 
January. 2000. 

In the said notification under the heading 
"Appointed by the Central Government under clause (f) 
of Section 4 in consultation with the organizations of 
employers recognized bv the Central Government for the 
purpose” for the entries against S. No. 29. the following 
entries shall be substituted namely :— 

“Sh. M. Subramanian. 

Personnel Director, 

Madura Goats. 

144-M.G. Road, Bangalore.” 

[No. U-16012/1/98-SS. I] 
SANJUKTA RAY. Under Sew. 
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